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ABSTRACT
Murrah, Ed.D., Christopher I. The University of Memphis, May, 2014. Principal
Observation of Practice and Stakeholder Perception: A Correlative Study of Alignment
and Their Relationship to Teacher Effectiveness as Measured by the Tennessee ValueAdded Assessment System. Major Professor: Reginald L. Green, Ed.D.
This study was focused on the strength of legacy Memphis City School’s model
for measuring effective teaching, known as the Teacher Effectiveness Measure. The
Teacher Effectiveness Measure was comprised of five measurable components and
weighted accordingly: Teacher observation, 40%; teacher content knowledge, 5%;
stakeholder perception, 5%; student achievement, 15%; and student growth, 35%. The
purpose of this correlational study was two-fold. First, the researcher wanted to
determine whether the Principal’s Observation of Practice and the Stakeholder Perception
Survey measurements aligned. Secondly, the researcher wanted to understand the
relationship, if any, between TVAAS and these two observation measures. For each of
the 1,783 teachers in tested areas, data were collected and analyzed based on Principal
Observations of Practice against a common rubric, Stakeholder Perception surveys, the
Tripod Student Perception Survey aimed at assessing a student’s classroom experiences
with a specific teacher, and a value-added measurement, TVAAS, designed to illustrate
the impact a teacher has on a student’s academic growth.
The results of this study suggested that the way in which principals rate teacher
effectiveness and the way in which stakeholders, in this case students, rate teacher
effectiveness were not the same. The results suggested that the ratings principals and
students gave a teacher were only occasionally supported by equivalent academic growth
results as measured by TVAAS. Finally, the results of this study suggested that while
Principal Observation of Practice resulted in weak TVAAS predictive power, the addition
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of Stakeholder Perception did not increase TVAAS predictive power in a meaningful
way.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
There is a national concern regarding student achievement. As this national concern
grows stronger, practitioners and educational researchers are challenged to find ways to increase
student achievement and several reform movements have been underway. The latest reform
movement is asking principals to become instructional leaders, and as principals begin to make
this philosophical shift, they must learn how to distribute school leadership throughout the
organization. Through this process, principals have realized that teacher effectiveness directly
correlates to student achievement. This idea is becoming more prevalent in the face of the No
Child Left Behind Act of 2001, included in the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, the Race To The Top program as a part of the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act of 2009, and the continued national discussion around school waivers.
Educators face the challenge of identifying the characteristics of effective teaching;
however, there is a void in the literature in terms of what exactly effective teaching really is and
how it is best to measure such an idea. Therefore, it is imperative that state departments of
education, school districts, principals, teachers, students, and parents begin to better understand
the concept of effective teaching, and, in doing so, many of these agencies are developing
teacher evaluation models that seek to do just this. Once models are developed, many of them
are implemented with the intent to better measure a teacher’s effectiveness and, ultimately,
positively affect student achievement.
One such model, the Teacher Effectiveness Measure (TEM), was developed by legacy
Memphis City Schools. This model, which is made up of five components: Principal
Observation of Practice, Stakeholder Perception, Teacher Knowledge, Student Achievement, and
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Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS), was piloted in this district for the 20102011 academic year and was fully implemented during the 2011-2012 academic year. The initial
findings from the first year of full implementation revealed two major areas of uncertainty: The
alignment between Principal’s Observation of Practice and the Stakeholder Perception and their
relationship to teacher effectiveness as measured by TVAAS. While the relationship between
each of these components remains unclear, for the purposes of this study, the relationship
between the two observation components, Principal’s Observation of Practice and Stakeholder
Perception, was studied, as well as their relationship with TVAAS.
Background
Currently, education reform is taking its shape from the evaluation of the classroom
teacher. For many years, teachers received evaluations using rudimentary tools for measuring
effectiveness. More often than not, the observation began with a short visit from an
administrator and ended with the bubbling in of a rough scale based on minimally invasive
questions regarding teacher performance. Neither the teacher nor the administrator expected to
discuss the results of these observations, and the teacher simply filed a carbon copy of the bubble
sheet that once again indicated she had effectively done her job (Mahar & Strobert, 2010). After
the passage of No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, the true effectiveness of classroom teachers
took center stage, and it became imperative to begin to take a closer look at the way teachers
were being evaluated across the nation. Increased expectations for teachers to improve student
achievement have forced the issue of teacher evaluations beyond a talking point and into action
(Lasswell, Pace, & Reed, 2008). Across the nation, districts have started to be more reflective of
their evaluation practices and more willing to accept change. Because of this new focus, new
light is shed on the measuring tools for teacher evaluation. The key questions for school districts
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involved in education reform are whether their evaluation model is sound and whether or not any
of the data gathered from such a model is reliable (The New Teacher Project, 2012).
A decade ago, teachers were trying to get a handle on a relatively new act known as No
Child Left Behind of 2001. When it passed into law, the bill had high expectations and lofty
goals around student achievement, as well as what America would look like when its schools
began to produce new generations of students that were college ready and college willing. The
journey would prove to be much more difficult than the dream, and educators, as well as those
that set out to aid in the struggling reform movement, were forced to look closely at what it
would take to realize this vision for the future of American students. It was clear that America’s
schools were not up to the challenge presented them (Terry, 2010). How would we begin to
unpack the world around our schools, our classrooms, our teachers, and our students? Exactly
what would this journey into our educational model force us to do, to look at, to measure, to test,
and, ultimately, to believe? Nationally, America’s schools were failing its students, and the No
Child Left Behind Act of 2001 exposed this fact to each of us. The race to improve American
education began moving full steam ahead (Choi, 2011).
As far back as the Coleman Report of 1966, a link between student achievement and
teacher effectiveness was being made, and the ability and skill set of the classroom teacher has a
greater impact on student achievement than any other resource available at the school-level
(Goldhaber, 2002). In 2009, the United States Department of Education announced the Race to
the Top program, funded by the ED Recovery Act as a part of the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act of 2009. Race to the Top created a contest between states aimed at improving
educational reform in each state. One of the major aspects of the program was to evaluate the
state’s current teacher evaluation system and create a more robust and rigorous teacher
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evaluation model (U.S. Department of Education, 2013). At the same time, the Bill and Melinda
Gates Foundation began working on the concept of effective teaching and what it means to be an
effective teacher, and in doing so, launched the Measure of Effective Teaching Project, also
known as the MET Project. The MET project began with the theory that the most important
factor influencing the academic success of a student is his teacher. Three overarching assertions
embodied the MET Project as postulated by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation (2010):
First, whenever feasible, a teacher’s evaluation should include his or her student’s
achievement gains… Second, any additional components of the evaluation (e.g.,
classroom observations, student feedback) should be demonstrably related to student
achievement gains… Third, the measure should include feedback on specific aspects of a
teacher’s practice to support teacher growth and development. (pp. 4-5)
From the data collected, the MET Project hoped to be able to craft a framework for
effective teaching. In order for the frame to begin to take shape, five essential measures were
considered. First of all, student achievement data was gathered from existing state-mandated and
supplemental testing. The second measure included classroom observations and teacher
reflection, followed by professional content knowledge. The fourth measure included data
gathered through the administration of a survey aimed at eliciting how students felt about their
classroom experiences. The final measure centered on each teacher’s perception of the culture
and climate in his or her school, as well as the support given him or her by school leaders (Bill
and Melinda Gates Foundation, 2010). The MET Project represented some of the first in-depth
research into effective teaching. Having set the stage, the MET Project set out to identify urban
school districts across the country that would participate in the research. Ultimately, almost
three-thousand teachers volunteered to participate from the six urban districts selected:
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Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools, Dallas Independent School District, Denver Public Schools,
Hillsborough County Public Schools, legacy Memphis City Schools, and the New York City
Department of Education (Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, 2010). With additional
encouragement from The Race to the Top Fund, several states began to eagerly address the need
for a comprehensive, multiple measure evaluation system, including one major urban education
system in the mid-south, legacy Memphis City Schools, which chronicled its work with the
assistance of Dr. Kristen Walker.
As archived by Dr. Walker (2010), legacy Memphis City Schools was looking for a way
to reach more students and have them realize greater student achievement. Therefore, the
marriage between the MET Project and legacy Memphis City Schools came as no surprise. In
2009, legacy Memphis City Schools submitted a proposal to the Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation for majority funding of an extended MET Project that would be known as the
Teacher Effectiveness Initiative, and in November of 2009, legacy Memphis City Schools
became an intensive partnership site with the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation seeking to gain
insight to effective teaching and educational reform (Walker, 2010).
Dr. Walker (2010) points out that legacy Memphis City Schools, through its partnership
with the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, placed itself on the forward cusp of educational
research and reform, and quickly began to lead the way for Tennessee and the nation. The
Teacher Effectiveness Initiative focused on four key strategies: To define and measure teacher
effectiveness, to make better decisions about who teaches, to better support, utilize, and
compensate teachers, and to improve the surrounding context to foster effective teaching
(Walker, 2010). These foci are directly supported in the report, The Widget Effect, as outlined
in 2009 by Daniel Weisberg, Susan Sexton, Jennifer Mulhern, and David Keeling, who argue
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that our nation’s schools continue to disregard the differences between teaching professionals
and continue to see them as pawns that are simply interchangeable. This fallacy continues to
permeate into the lackluster evaluation systems that do not allow for individual differences, but
rates all teachers as either satisfactory or unsatisfactory. The Widget Effect asserts that this
practice is detrimental to teachers and students and results in a greater than 99% satisfactory
rating within the profession. Given this statistic, it stands that only the very poorest teachers will
ever be recommended for non-reelection (Weisberg et al., 2009).
Traditionally, the district had been using a simplistic and minimalist approach to teacher
evaluation. Dr. Walker notes that the Teacher Effectiveness Initiative viewed its first priority to
be that of constructing a clear definition of and measure for effective teaching. Legacy Memphis
City Schools adopted the belief asserted by the MET Project that a teacher evaluation should be
conducted using a multiple measures approach. After agreeing on the definition, the TEM, a
multiple measures tool, was crafted. The district understood that the more effective a teacher
was, the more likely a given student was to grow academically. The district also believed that
effective teachers possessed skills that ineffective teachers did not possess, and students reacted
more positively when receiving instruction from more effective teachers. Additionally, the
district accepted that stakeholder or student perception is key to gaining insight into classrooms
that is historically not considered in teacher evaluations. Finally, they acknowledged that a
teacher’s depth of knowledge for the content he teaches should be evaluated on an annual basis
and that content knowledge directly impacts student achievement (Walker, 2010). The TEM,
more specifically, is weighted according to Tennessee state law, which mandates that one-half of
a teacher’s observation would be based on 35% student growth and fifteen percent student
achievement. The remaining half is to be based on observation of practice. Districts have the

6	
  

	
  
	
  

option to submit, for state approval, alternative models to arrive at the 50% observation of
practice component, which is how the TEM was officially endorsed. The TEM is comprised of
five measurable components and weighted accordingly: Teacher observation, 40%; teacher
content knowledge, 5%; stakeholder perception, 5%; student achievement, 15%; student growth,
and 35% (Walker, 2010).
In legacy Memphis City Schools, the TEM was being used to drive decisions around
professional development, teaching assignments, and human capital. Around the nation, the
appropriateness and validity of using a value-added measure is under debate, despite the fact that
it is Tennessee state law to incorporate this measure in all teacher evaluation models (Walker,
2011). Thus, questions from teachers and school leaders continued to arise around this issue as it
related to its use in teacher evaluation and, ultimately, the TEM. Given that this issue was not
likely to be resolved in the short-term, the district’s attention was focused on the qualitative
components making up the 50% of the TEM that could be controlled, namely teacher
observation, stakeholder perception, and teacher content knowledge. While the pilot year
provided a baseline of data from which the district tweaked the model to ready it for year one
implementation, this study utilized year one data to gain insight into the relationships between
the observational components within the model (Walker, 2011).
Problem Statement
In legacy Memphis City Schools, during the 2009-2010 academic year, its Department of
Teacher Talent and Effectiveness developed a robust teacher evaluation model. The goal of
many large urban districts across the country is to develop a model to measure teacher
effectiveness. While many districts and states are currently only using broader evaluation
models for making decisions around professional development and growth opportunities and
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teacher assignments, the legacy Memphis City Schools was using the TEM model as part of the
teacher record from which principals made human capital decisions. Human capital decisions
became easier to consider as the state of Tennessee’s change in teacher tenure laws (Tennessee
Department of Education, 2012) took effect in 2011. Therefore, there was a great deal of
scrutiny around the use of the TEM model, and, thusly, the individual components making up the
model.
Historically, principal observations of practice have been the major source of teacher
evaluations. As the instructional leader, Despain and Juarez-Torres (2012) suggest, the principal
must have an in-depth knowledge of educational standards and keen ability to recognize good
teaching and be able to communicate effective feedback to teachers. These evaluations were
usually left untested for breadth and depth in capturing the characteristics of a teacher’s practice.
It has only been since the introduction of value-added measures, that districts have been able to
judge the principal’s effectiveness in adequately and accurately observing teacher practice
against an independent measure (Lipscomb, Teh, Gill, Chiang, & Owens, 2010). Additionally,
stakeholder perception surveys are growing in favor, and, although many educators continue to
question the validity of such an instrument, research suggests that such surveys can make a
valuable contribution to an evaluation model that uses multiple measures (Balch, 2012). The
TEM model, incorporating both measures, presupposed that each measurement was valid.
However, without really understanding the relationship between each observation measure and
between each measure and TVAAS, the TEM model remained unable to stand alone as a valid
teacher evaluation model when considering that its measurement tools had not been tested and
validated against the value-added measure component mandated for use by the state of
Tennessee for determining overall school performance.
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Such was the case with the TEM model. A great deal of effort had been put into the
crafting of an extensive teacher observation rubric, and the district placed a great deal of faith in
the use of the Tripod Student Perception Survey. The observation rubric was a major tool for
principals to employ while observing teachers, and this is a practice that has been long held as
the standard of teacher evaluation measurement. However, it was unclear if this practice aligned
with other measurements of effective teaching included in the model, such as stakeholder
perception and student achievement. Likewise, the data reported by the creators of the Tripod
Student Perception Survey supports a correlation between student growth and Tripod scores.
However, it was still unclear if this measure aligned with each of the other measures of effective
teaching, namely the principal observation of practice and the measure of expected student
growth, because there was no study of the relationships between multiple components of teacher
effectiveness. It is imperative that we create a solid method for evaluating teachers, because, at
this time, one does not exist and the credibility of the TEM was in question.
Research Questions
In order to have a robust teacher evaluation model, the individual components creating
such a model must demonstrate a greater than marginal ability to accurately reflect the
characteristics of a teacher’s ability to impart knowledge to students and create an environment
that fosters great teaching and learning. In the district’s quest to craft such a robust model of
teacher evaluation, legacy Memphis City Schools sought to continuously reflect upon and adapt
its teacher evaluation model. It was in that spirit that this study sought to reflect upon the
validity of two measurements of teacher practice, the Tripod Student Perception Survey and the
Principal Observations of Practice, which are currently a part of the TEM model. It was not
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known if either of these two measures aligned or what their relationship was to a teacher’s
TVAAS score.
Therefore, four questions guided the research:
1. To what extent, if any, do the Principal Observation of Practice outcomes align with the
Stakeholder Perception outcomes?
2. What is the relationship, if any, between TVAAS and Principal Observation of Practice?
3. What is the relationship, if any, between TVAAS and Stakeholder Perception?
4. What is the relationship, if any, between TVAAS and the Principal’s Observation of
Practice and Stakeholder Perception when each observation measure is considered
together?
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this correlational study was two-fold. First, the researcher wanted to
determine whether the Principal’s Observation of Practice and the Stakeholder Perception
Survey measurements aligned. Secondly, the researcher wanted to understand the relationship, if
any, between TVAAS and these two observation measures.
Definition of Terms
Throughout this research, there were several terms used with regularity. With a greater
frame of reference around these terms, the reader will better be able to navigate the information
presented in the subsequent chapters.
•

TEM: The TEM is the acronym for the teacher evaluation model used by legacy
Memphis City Schools, Legacy Memphis, Tennessee, formally known as the Teacher
Effectiveness Measure (Walker, 2010).
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•

Principal Observation of Practice: The Principal Observation of Practice refers to the
formal observation of a classroom teacher by an administrator, most often the building
principal, while that teacher is engaged in regular classroom behavior, such as delivering
instruction to students and maintaining an environment that fosters teaching and learning,
and the subsequent observation report that summarizes the principal’s findings during the
observation (Despain & Juarez-Torres, 2012).

•

Tripod Student Perception Survey: The Tripod Student Perception Survey is a validated
survey that seeks to gain the perspective of the student as he receives instruction by the
classroom teacher, how he interacts with that teacher and peers in that same classroom,
and he feels about how he views school and his ability to learn (Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation, 2010).

•

TVAAS: TVAAS is an acronym for Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System.
TVAAS is mandated by the state of Tennessee to account for 35% of a teacher’s total
evaluation (Sanders, 2012).
o

Value-added Measure: Value-added measure is a statistical method that calculates
the impact a teacher has on a student’s academic progress between two points in
time, while isolating the effects of outside factors, such as socioeconomics and
student demographics (Hull, 2012).

o

Student Growth: Student growth is the amount of academic progress a student
makes between two points in time (Hull, 2012).

•

Tested Area: A tested area refers to content areas in which students are tested through
state-mandated testing, from which, a teacher will receive his individual results.
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Significance of the Study
For the continued credibility of legacy Memphis City Schools’ TEM model, this
correlated study should add valuable insight around the relationship of each of these two
observation measures and the relationship between these measures and teacher TVAAS scores.
School districts should be able to draw on this investigation when refining their models and
ensuring their validity to accurately demonstrate a teacher’s effectiveness in providing
instruction and its relationship with teacher TVAAS scores.
The purpose of this study was to determine if there was alignment between the ratings
given to classroom teachers in tested areas through the Stakeholder Perception and the
Principal’s Observation of Practice, and what the relationship was between these scores and the
scores teachers receive from TVAAS. Legacy Memphis City Schools was heavily invested in
education reform and leads the nation in measuring teacher effectiveness. The sole purpose of
the Teacher Effectiveness Measure was to place a highly effective teacher in front of every
student within the school district. Three of the five measures the district used to assess the
effectiveness of its teachers were formal principal observations, stakeholder perception and
TVAAS data (Walker, 2010).
The results from this research study should be invaluable as school districts continue to
develop an intensive and more accurate teacher effectiveness measure and will allow districts to
reflect on the degree of confidence each tool brings to the work. This study should also add to a
growing, but limited, body of literature focused on the interactions of key pieces of teacher
evaluation models currently being reviewed across the country. The realization that the literature
was vastly limited in two areas, teacher observation of practice and stakeholder perception
supported the need for further work in these areas. Likewise, the lack of clarity regarding the
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role that value-added data should play in teacher evaluation and overall school performance
outcomes further supported the need to gain clarity around this measure, as well as how this
measure aligned with other evaluation tools. The findings that resulted from this study may be
used to inform the continued refinement of the Teacher Effectiveness Measure, prompting the
current district to reevaluate its selected measurement tools as a best practice procedure, and
further principals’ and other district observers’ understanding of the limitations of each
observation tool, as well as improve upon their own observation practices. Each of these benefits
should lead to a better measure of effectiveness, both at the district level and the school level, all
of which ultimately leads to strengthened credibility of the evaluation model and greater gains in
student growth and overall school performance. Equally, the findings of this study will add to
the current body of knowledge.
Conceptual Framework
Our nation’s schools are great examples of complex social systems, with the integration
of various roles, races, creeds, and socioeconomic patterns to name a few. Gale Jensen (1954)
postulates that as a social system, schools can be studied in various terms, including dynamics,
structure, and patterns of culture and content, especially regarding employee standards embraced
for decision making. Our schools operate in and around human interactions and the individual
and group needs of those human participants, and as the needs of the individual and the group
become intermingled, each participant: Administrators, teachers, students, service workers,
parents, and community members, strive to maintain a balance between personal satisfaction and
the satisfaction of the group (Jensen, 1954). Moreover, the social system of a school as
described by Jensen can be further explained using the Jacob Getzels and Egon Guba Two-
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Dimensional Organizational Theory, and it is the Getzels and Guba Two-Dimensional
Organization Theory that provides a contextual theoretical frame for this investigation.
As presented by Reginald Green (2010) in his book, The Four Dimensions of
Leadership, Getzels and Guba describe an organization, such as a school, as having two
dimensions, both an individual dimension and an institutional dimension. The individual or
nomothetic dimension reflects the needs and desires of the individual within the organization,
while the institutional or ideographic dimension accounts for the needs and desires of the
institution as a whole. The closer the alignment between the two dimensions, the greater the
possibility of the organization reaching its desired goals (Green, 2010). Further, the two
dimensions are in constant interaction. Getzels and Guba identify a number of situations in
which the nomothetic and the ideographic dimensions might have conflicting needs and desires.
As in the case of this investigation, Getzels and Guba note that conflict can arise when there is a
discrepancy between the needs and desires of a particular role, teaching, and the needs and
desires of the role incumbent, teacher (Getzels Guba Model, 2012). It is imperative that all
stakeholders recognize the importance of this delicate balance as schools continue to move
forward with educational reform and, specifically, with teacher evaluation reform (HiattMichael, 2001). “The organization is as effective as each individual’s contribution to the
dynamic activity of the organizational community” (Hiatt-Michael, 2001, p. 115).
Specifically, teachers and administrators must each understand themselves as individuals
as well as understand the organization or school. The school as an organization, as portrayed in
this investigation, sought to increase student achievement by ensuring that a highly effective
teacher led instruction for every child within the school district, which represents the ideographic
dimension of the contextual frame. Teachers are charged with providing highly effective
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instruction to all students in order to reach the desired goal of the district. The way in which
teachers view their individual effectiveness, and, thusly, their ability to meet the desired goals of
the school represents the nomothetic dimension of the contextual frame. The district had an
evaluation model, TEM, in place that used specific measurements with which to draw such
conclusions regarding the teacher’s effectiveness and the likelihood that the teacher will be able
to make the student achievement gains the school desires, representing the interaction of the two
dimensions of the contextual frame. This investigation sought to determine if two of the
measurements of the TEM, principal observation of practice and stakeholder perception,
adequately predicted a third measure of teacher effectiveness, TVAAS. If these two
measurements, either taken together or individually, are not aligned or predictive, than both the
school and the teacher will continue to be in flux, with neither being able realize their desired
goals in a systematic way. Without the alignment or predictability within these two observation
measures, teachers will not be able to judge their own effectiveness nor will the school be able to
judge teacher effectiveness.
Assumptions
This investigation included various assumptions. It was assumed that if there was
alignment between the Principal’s Observation of Practice and Stakeholder Perception, that all
observers of a teacher’s performance were credible. It was assumed that if there was a positive
relationship between Principal’s Observation of Practice and TVAAS, that the principal’s
assessment of the effectiveness of a teacher is in the classroom was predictive of student growth
expectations. It was assumed that principals evaluated teachers to the best of their ability and
only evaluated on the merit of the instruction observed, allowing no room for bias or personality
conflicts. Likewise, it was assumed that if there was a positive relationship between Stakeholder
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Perception and TVAAS, a student’s assessment of the effectiveness of a teacher in the classroom
was predictive of student growth expectations. It assumed that students were honest and vested
in the stakeholder perception process and felt comfortable enough to convey their honest
perceptions. Additionally, it assumed that TVAAS was a fair, equitable, and accurate way to
measure a school’s performance, and, therefore, correctly characterized the teacher’s overall
performance level. Further, it assumed that if there was a positive relationship between Principal
Observation of Practice, Stakeholder Perception, and TVAAS, the two observable components,
Principal Observation of Practice and Stakeholder Perception were appropriate for measuring a
teacher’s effectiveness, with positive student growth as the end result and purpose for such a
model. Without these assumptions, there could be little merit placed on any one of the
components, and this investigation required that some basic assumptions be met in order to
provide a baseline for study.
Delimitations
One delimitation within this study was that all teachers, which do not have individual
TVAAS data available, were removed from the data sources, resulting in only teachers with
individual TVAAS data being included in this investigation. Another delimitation was that two
of the components making up the TEM model, teacher content knowledge measurement and
student achievement measurement, were not included in this investigation. This exclusion
allowed the investigation to focus only on the relationship between teacher TVAAS and the two
observation components, stakeholder perception measurement and principal observation
measurement, of the TEM model.
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Study Overview
Educational reform is well underway in the United States. This reform follows a decade
of grappling with the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 and considerable reflection on the way
schools are educating students (Choi, 2011). The Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation set out to
understand teacher effectiveness, and launched a program known as the MET Project to attempt
to define effecting teaching (Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, 2010). Legacy Memphis City
Schools was a project site for the MET Project and went on to be a partnership site for the Bill
and Melinda Gates Foundation in studying what it takes to be an effective teacher and the
appropriate ways in which this concept can be measured. In short order, legacy Memphis City
Schools developed a new teacher evaluation model known as the Teacher Effectiveness Measure
(TEM).
Organization of the Study
This correlated investigation set out to determine if there was alignment between two of
the five components, the stakeholder perception measurement and the principal observation of
practice measurement, and if either of the measurements were able to predict student growth
when compared against a third component of the TEM, TVAAS. This chapter introduced this
research study. Chapter two captures a review of the current literature around historical
education reform movements, teacher evaluation, value-added measures, principal observation of
practice, and stakeholder perception. Chapter three outlines the methodology that was used in
this research study. Chapter four provides the results of this research study, and chapter five
discusses the conclusions based on this research study and suggestions for the future study of
teacher evaluation practices.
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Chapter 2
Literature Review
Introduction
The purpose of this literature review was to present the historical context that led to the
nation’s current educational reform efforts aimed at creating measures of teacher effectiveness
that was born from the era of accountability in education, as well as a review of the literature
around measures of teacher effectiveness, including observational practices, student perception
surveys, and value-added measures. This chapter is presented as follows: a) Education Reform,
presenting the historical context for education reform; b) Measures of Teacher Effectiveness,
presenting the measures of effective teaching; and c) A New Frontier, presenting a model for
measuring teacher effectiveness.
Education Reform
Beginning with the 1954 Supreme Court case, Brown v. Board of Education, educational
reform has been paramount. Brown v. Board of Education ruled that separate but equal schools
for whites and blacks were unconstitutional. This groundbreaking decision paved the way for
the Civil Rights Movement (The Leadership Conference, 2013). While it would be another
decade before education reform began to gain momentum, this ground breaking case put a
glaring spotlight on education that still remains today. Education’s current focus on
accountability and teacher effectiveness can trace its roots back to Brown v. Board of Education,
and the need for effective measures of teacher quality has been born from this initial catalyst.
American education was about to change.
Effective School Movement. In 1966, Dr. James Coleman produced a federal paper
known as the Coleman Report. Dr. Coleman concluded in his report that regardless of the efforts
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put forth by educational entities, students living in high poverty would realize far less, if any,
academic success than their counterparts not living in poverty. Dr. Coleman postulated that a
student’s background, family support, values, and socioeconomic status played a more vital role
in student success than did the school in which he attended (Lezotte, 1996). However, in the
1970s many people began to refute the conclusions presented in the Coleman Report, and over
time, a movement began to take shape to counter the arguments Dr. Coleman put forth. Dr.
Ronald Edmonds, who was serving as the Director of the Center for Urban Studies at Harvard
University, headed this cause, which became known as the Effective Schools Movement. While
Dr. Edmonds did accept that a student’s family and background played a role, he did not believe
it to be to such a degree that a school could not also positively influence such students.
Therefore, Dr. Edmonds set his sights on discovering cases of successful high-poverty students.
As it turned out, Dr. Edmonds was successful in identifying schools that were realizing great
success with high-poverty students; he was unable to provide a basis for his findings (CortezRucker, 2007).
To spite his inability to show causation, Dr. Edmonds’ work was influential in the
Effective Schools Movement. Edmonds (1982) presented a holistic educational approach in
combating the Coleman Report in high-poverty schools, which were termed the Effective School
Correlates:
•

Principal’s Leadership

•

Safe and Orderly Environment

•

High Expectations

•

Instructional Focus

•

Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress
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Many educators saw the correlates as common sense ideas that were not based on race or
socioeconomic backgrounds, and Edmonds was able to show that when high-poverty schools
followed this framework, students were realizing academic success at the same rate as students
in low-poverty schools (Cortez-Rucker, 2007).
Research on Effective Schools became a major area of academic study, as well as an
applied practice in many schools, and it has been suggested that the movement has had a major
impact on educational practices across the country (Lezotte, 1996). The correlates still influence
educational philosophy and practice. Highlighting Edmonds’ (1982) work, Dr. Reginald Green
(2010) infuses Edmonds’ core beliefs in his thirteen core competencies for leadership behavior
for low performing schools (Brown, 2012).
A Nation at Risk. By the 1980s, most Americans believed that something had gone
wrong in America’s classrooms. Other countries were catching up to and surpassing America
across many entities, including education. In 1981, President Ronald Regan created the National
Commission on Excellence in Education as a means to assess the nations educational system. In
the committee’s resulting report, A Nation at Risk, both the strengths and weaknesses were
described in the committee’s attempt to frame the problems facing education. The National
Commission on Excellence in Education (1983) concluded that:
Our once unchallenged preeminence in commerce, industry, science, and technological
innovation is being overtaken by competitors throughout the world. This report is
concerned with only one of the many causes and dimensions of the problem, but it is the
one that undergirds American prosperity, security, and civility. We report to the
American people that while we can take justifiable pride in what our schools and colleges
have historically accomplished and contributed to the United States and the well-being of
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its people, the educational foundations of our society are presently being eroded by a
rising tide of mediocrity that threatens our very future as a Nation and a people. What
was unimaginable a generation ago has begun to occur--others are matching and
surpassing our educational attainments. (pp. 7-8)
The decline in tests scores as compared to other advanced nations was forever married to
the nation’s economic decline coming out of the 1970s. As a result, a new era of education
reform was born (Vinovskis, 1999). The Committee for Economic Development pushed business
leaders to take on the nation’s educators, becoming the strongest force behind the movement to
reform the nation’s schools (Brown, 2012).
As described by Angela Brown (2012), A Nation at Risk impacted the nation and its
educational system in several ways. The report forced American’s to reflect on the condition of
their educational system and urged corporate America to push for change, citing declining
student achievement scores to support its position. Education funding sources became aware of
the purported lack of progress by the nation’s educational system, which opened to the door for
the future accountability movement by beginning to tie funds to education outcomes. This report
and the educational movement that followed served to bring stakeholders together in a way that
no one had experienced before. Moreover, stakeholders across the board began a new effort in
collaboration that has become a critical part of all education reform efforts (Brown, 2012). It
was in this collaborative spirit that administrators, teachers, students, and community leaders
joined one another in the development of the Teacher Effectiveness Measure in legacy Memphis
City Schools, with a strong focus on teacher accountability.
Accountability Reform Movement. During the 1980s and 1990s, policy makers began
to look at who and what could be held accountable for the progress or lack of progress being
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realized by American students. As a result, the focus shifted from the historical foci of fairness,
curriculum, and instruction to one of accountability. Regardless of the governing agency behind
the policies, there was no doubt that the age of accountability had dawned for American
education (Dubnick, 2006). Two major groups led the accountability movement, as presented by
Brown (2012): The National Governor’s Association and the Southern Regional Educational
Board.
The National Governor’s Association worked to develop a set of reflective areas for each
state to follow in an effort to bring about educational changes within each state. This group
suggested that each state reflect on quality of each of the following seven components:
•

High quality teaching force

•

Leadership and management systems

•

Parental involvement

•

Intervention strategies

•

Technology

•

Facilities

•

Relationships with institutions of higher education

Each of these areas continues to be recognized as vital to educational transformation
(Brown, 2012). The Southern Regional Educational Board developed 12 goals, each of which
was expected to be completed by the year 2000 (Vinovskis, 1999). These goals framed the work
of the Office of Education Research and Improvement and Planning and Evaluation Services in
their creation of the Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994, which held a school accountable
for the achievement of its students (Herman et al., 2008). Each of these groups played a vital
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role in the reimagining of our education system and in setting a new bar for excellence in
education (Brown, 2012).
As a result of the accountability movement, today’s schools are judged and supported on
the results of high-stakes achievement assessments, which is supposed to force education to
become stronger and better. Often, the accountability movement is framed “by stating that the
question lies not in whether or not schools are improving, but whether or not they have improved
enough to prepare students and teachers for success in a rapidly changing world” (Sylvester,
Summers, & Williams, 2006, p. 22).
Goals 2000 Reform Act. In 1994, Congress signed into law the Goals 2000: Educate
America Act, which was established to promote fair educational opportunities and high levels of
achievement for all students. Additionally, the act served to restructure a framework from which
all Federal education programs could be restarted, as well as a framework from which better
research and collaborative efforts could arise (103rd Congress of the United States of America,
1994). Goals 2000: Educate America Act set several goals for our nation’s educational system,
including goals for school readiness, school completion, student achievement and citizenship,
teacher education and professional development, mathematics and science, adult literacy and
lifelong learning, safe, disciplined, and alcohol- and drug-free schools, and parental involvement
(103rd Congress of the United States of America, 1994). Specifically, the act set forth that by
the year 2000, all students would begin school ready to learn, with access to fair and equitable
high-quality preschool programs, graduation rates would increase to no less than 90%, all
students leaving grades 4, 8, and 12 would demonstrate competencies in challenging subjects,
teachers would be better skilled in teaching diverse student populations with varying educational
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needs, stronger curriculums for math and science, and improved parental partnerships aimed at
supporting student achievement (103rd Congress of the United States of America, 1994).
As with the movements that preceded Goals 2000: Educate America Act, this act was
built around the idea that America’s students were achieving less and less, and would therefore,
be ill equipped for success in the ever-changing world (Congress of the United States of
America, 1994).
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. In 2001, President George W. Bush announced that
his administration would be built on his bipartisan framework for improving America’s
education system, and that framework, known as the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 was
included in the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. The act
includes strategies for greater accountability for states, school districts, local schools, as well as
students and parents. The act also provides for greater flexibility in the use of Federal funds,
with an increased focus on early childhood reading skills (U.S. Department of Education, 2013).
The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 requires increased accountability for public school
systems using Title I Federal funds, which includes testing all students in grades 3-8 and
establishing yearly statewide progress measures that will ensure that every student, regardless of
background and circumstance, demonstrate levels of proficiency on state mandated assessments
by the year 2014. All state mandated testing results must be disaggregated by poverty level,
race, ethnicity, disability, limited English proficiency in an effort to ensure that no student is left
behind. School systems that fail to meet these goals, will, over time, face strict corrective
measures, and those school systems that meet these goals will be eligible for state awards (U.S.
Department of Education, 2013). Additionally, the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 sets out to
provide parents with greater choices when considering where to enroll their children, such as
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allowing parents to remove their children from schools that fail to meet the goals of this act and
enroll them in a school meeting its benchmark goals. This parameter may also force schools that
continuously do not meet expectations to use its Title I funding to assist parents in acquiring
supplemental education services from public and private entities (U.S. Department of Education,
2013).
Another important goal of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 was to revive one of the
goals proposed by the National Governor’s Association which allows for greater flexibility in
exchange for greater accountability. However, the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 provides
for even greater flexibility in a school system’s use of Federal funds than the original proposal of
the National Governor’s Association by demanding the strongest accountability measures seen to
date. With the stronger accountability, Federal funds may be reallocated to any of four other
programs focused on teacher quality, technology in education, more innovative programs, and
programs that focus on safe and drug-free schools (U.S. Department of Education, 2013).
Shortly following the passage of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, educational researchers
began to take a strong look at every aspect of the law. The act covers a broad range of
educational reforms, which has resulted in debates over the effectiveness of each facet of the act
(Schweitzer, 2008). Diane Ravitch (2010) postulates in her book, The Death and Life of the
Great American School System, that requiring all students to be proficient in both math and
literacy by the year 2014 is one of the greatest downfalls built into the act. This measure has
resulted in monumental numbers of schools failing to meet the benchmarks set forth under the
act, with over 30,000 schools falling short by the end of the 2007-2008 school year (Ravitch,
2010).
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President Barack Obama’s Administration revised the act in A Blueprint for Reform: The
Reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 2010. Five goals were
identified in the reauthorization that included reform efforts to prepare students to be both
college and career ready, place highly effective teachers in every classroom, provide equity and
opportunity for all students, increase rigor and award achievement, and support continuous
improvement and innovation in education (U.S. Department of Education, 2010). While meeting
the benchmarks of this act is an annual goal of all schools, the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001
urges school systems to closely look into all aspects of its practices, including the effectiveness
of its teachers. A process, as noted by Haggai Kupermintz (2003), has long been a source of
frustration and controversy for policy makers and educators alike. Much of this controversy
stems from the wildly varying opinions over the legitimacy of equating the effectiveness of a
teacher to demonstrated student achievement, and many teachers continue to be suspect of any
attempts to do so based on the flaws of previous models. And, in fact, the urgency of the No
Child Left Behind Act of 2001 has only increased the nation’s school systems need to delve even
deeper into better understanding how to measure a teacher’s effectiveness or value on a student’s
academic achievement (Kupermintz, 2003). As a result of the continued emphasis of teacher
effectiveness, The Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation began to support educational research
across the nation, with a focus on how to define and measure teacher effectiveness. Out of this
endeavor, legacy Memphis City Schools developed its TEM model for the measurement of
effective teaching. The TEM model concentrated on five components intended to demonstrate a
teacher’s effectiveness: Teacher observation, 35%; teacher content knowledge, 5%; stakeholder
perception, 5%; student achievement, 15%; and student growth, 35% (Walker, 2010).

26	
  

	
  
	
  

Measuring Teacher Effectiveness
Observation of Practice and Evaluation. One of the oldest practices in education is the
observation of teachers in their classroom settings, and it has remained as one of the most
important measurements in the field of education (Despain & Juarez-Torres, 2012). Teaching
matters and the ability to discern quality-teaching matters, because “without capable, high
quality teachers in America’s classrooms, no educational reform effort can possibly succeed”
(Stronge & Tucker, 2003, p. 3). In this age of educational accountability, the role of teacher
evaluation has emerged as one of the principle driving forces behind education reform.
Traditionally, teacher evaluations were simple and limited, consisting of only a principal’s
observation of practice and the teacher’s ability to write a competent lesson plan or create a unit
test. As Kim Marshall (2005) suggests, there are several reasons that these traditional
evaluations are in adequate. Included among these reasons is the idea that administrators only
evaluate a small amount of a teacher’s practice relative to the total amount of time a teacher
spends instructing students. Regardless of how well trained an administrator is, the full spectrum
of a teacher’s skill set cannot be measured in this limited amount of actual classroom evaluation.
Additionally, the lack of meaningful ways to measure student learning during traditional teacher
evaluations coupled with the limited amount of evaluative time creates an environment in which
teachers can showcase a lesson during a formal observation even when the show-cased lesson is
not typical of the instruction that students receive on a daily basis (Marshall, 2005).
While the concept of teacher evaluation proposes to be a critical component in measuring
teacher accountability, career paths, and professional development, it is not typically used for
specific and targeted teacher improvement (Ellett & Teddlie, 2003). Moreover, school districts
have attempted to create evaluation systems that marry a level of accountability to professional
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development and seek to improve on the coaching and feedback skills of evaluators. However,
teachers are often suspicious of an evaluator providing coaching, as it can be unclear if the
information provided to a teacher is from a supportive or an evaluative perspective (Danielson,
2001). School administrators often wrangle with strong teacher unions and state level dismissal
laws that can serve to shield ineffective teachers from receiving evaluations that more accurately
portray their instructional ability and any increased risk of dismissal. In fact, ineffective tenured
teachers rarely face the prospect of dismissal and are allowed to continue to provide subpar
instruction to students. Likewise, evaluation systems caught in this cycle of dismissive behavior
in the face of ineffective instruction, often rely on a flat, one-size-fits-all evaluation that fails to
recognize the differences between teachers at all levels of effectiveness (Weisberg, Sexton,
Mulhern, & Keeling, 2009).
As pointed out by Ryan Balch (2012), the ability to identify effective teachers can only
be as strong as the tool with which they are measured. The major obstacle this form of
evaluation creates is a failure to discern any meaningful difference between one teacher and
another or, more specifically, between an effective teacher and an ineffective teacher (Balch,
2012). This phenomenon is now known as the Widget Effect, which according to Weisberg et
al. (2009), argues that our nation’s schools continue to disregard the differences between
teaching professionals and continue to see them as pawns that are simply interchangeable. This
fallacy continues to permeate into the lackluster evaluation systems that do not allow for
individual differences, but rates all teachers as either satisfactory or unsatisfactory. The Widget
Effect asserts that this practice is detrimental to teachers and students and results in a greater than
ninety-nine percent satisfactory rating within the profession. Given this statistic, it stands that
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only the very poorest teachers will ever be recommended for non-reelection (Weisberg et al.,
2009).
According to James Stronge (2006), several components are necessary to successfully
create an evaluation system that strikes a balance between both teacher and school improvement,
including “mutually beneficial goals, emphasis on systematic communication, climate for
evaluation, technical sound evaluation systems, and use of multiple data sources” (pp. 6-7).
Stronge describes mutually beneficial goals as those deemed valuable or important by both the
school system and the teacher. Without being built on goals that are mutually beneficial, teacher
evaluation systems will ultimately be meaningless. Stronge stresses an emphasis on systematic
communications as being a communication system that clearly presents all aspects of the
evaluation system publically and openly within the limits of the law. Creating a climate for
quality evaluation is critical to the success of any evaluation model. Teachers must trust in the
system and those charged to carry out the model’s design. Teacher evaluation is a personal and
emotional experience that must be carried out with fidelity and integrity, and without it, fear and
suspicion will begin to undermine the process. Stronge argues, as also proposed by Balch
(2012), those teacher evaluation systems not comprised of sound measures are inherently
destined to provide lackluster results, if not complete failure. The use of multiple measures or
data sources provides a more robust and holistic view of a teacher’s effectiveness, and evaluation
systems utilizing only the more traditional measures, including the pre-observation, observation,
and post-observation, are not able to create this more holistic picture of a teacher’s ability to
provide effective instruction (Stronge, 2006).
Historically, school systems believed the premise that all teachers taught equally
effectively and that students are served in an equitable manner regardless of the teacher
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providing the instruction. However, this premise is quickly losing favor as many teachers and
school districts are realizing that teaching is measurable and not all teachers are equally created
(Cantrell & Scantlebury, 2011). However, as suggested by Stronge (2006) and Cantrell and
Scantlebury (2011), without trust and buy-in of stakeholders, no evaluation model can be
completely successful. Therefore, it stands that the evaluation model must strike a core balance
between the needs of all stakeholders, including students. The ability to accurately measure a
teacher’s effectiveness is critical when assigning students to a teacher’s classroom, as this
assignment is not without consequence (Cantrell & Scantlebury, 2011). As presented by Cantrell
and Scantlebury (2011), their research literature can be summarized in three findings. First of
all, student achievement is not consistent from classroom to classroom, making a strong
suggestion that teacher effectiveness matters. Secondly, the body of evidence suggests that
differences in student achievement are not based on the student population within any one
classroom, but that these differences are attributed to teachers. Finally, there is an indication that
feedback and accountability are not sufficient at the school level, as these differences are greater
within a school than they are between schools (Cantrell & Scantlebury, 2011).
According to Robert Marzano (2012), teacher evaluations generally fall into one of two
categories: measuring and developing. It is important that districts recognize the difference
between the two purposes. Marzano reports that over 70% of teachers surveyed for his work
believed that the purpose of a teacher evaluation should be for both measurement and
development of a teacher, with development being the primary goal. Marzano proposes that an
evaluation system focused on teacher development should be comprised on three components: a
comprehensive and specific system, a developmental scale, and a way plan to acknowledge and
reward growth (Marzano, 2012).
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According to Marzano (2012), a teacher evaluation system that is comprehensive and
specific will be comprised of research-based measurements that are associated with student
achievement and approaches the identification of teacher characteristics and teaching strategies
from a granular level. Marzano explains that a teacher evaluation system which includes a
developmental scale or rubric that teachers can use as a professional development guide, as they
track their personal development. Lastly, a teacher evaluation system that acknowledges and
rewards growth infers that the system allows teachers to set goals, chart progress, and
demonstrate growth, which is considered during a summative meeting where proficiency levels
are given (Marzano, 2012). On the other hand, as suggested by Kim Marshall (2012), evaluation
systems burdened with heavy rubrics presents administrators with a hefty task, often resulting in
a tight schedule of mandated observations. This practice leaves little room for more frequent
classroom walk-throughs, which can provide teachers with immediate and pertinent feedback
(Marshall, 2012).
The New Teacher Project (2010) offers several guiding principals that teacher evaluation
systems should consider as a part of measuring effective teaching practices. Each standard is
proposed to be interdependent of the others in an effort to ensure the most an evaluation system
that meets the needs of the teachers, students, and school administration. The six proposed
principals outlined by The New Teacher Project (2010) are:
1. All teachers should be evaluated at least annually.
2. Evaluations should be based on clear standards of instructional excellence that
prioritize student learning.
3. Evaluations should consider multiple measures of performance, primarily the
teacher’s impact on student academic growth.
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4. Evaluations should employ four to five rating levels to describe differences in teacher
effectiveness.
5. Evaluations should encourage frequent observations and constructive critical
feedback.
6. Evaluation outcomes must matter; evaluation data should be a major factor in key
employment decisions about teachers. (p. 3)
In the end, teacher evaluations should be a tool for the growth and development of
teachers. The model should include multiple measures and regular feedback. Districts should
utilize the results from their evaluation system to create strong instructional teams, just as a
teacher should utilize the results to become one of the strongest members of that team (The New
Teacher Project, 2012).
Stakeholder Perception. “Students are the only ones among all the teacher’s clients,
who have direct knowledge about classroom practices on a regular basis” (Stronge & Ostrander,
1997, p. 145). In today’s educational environment, it is becoming more and more common to
take a closer look at how students feel in the classroom regarding their ability to learn, the
environment created, as well as how they perceive the teacher’s effectiveness (Goe, Bell, &
Little, 2008).
For some time, institutions of higher education have understood the benefit in
incorporating student feedback in instructor evaluations, which appears to be a successful
measurement of the instructor’s classroom characteristics. However, there is little research on
the validity and reliability of such a measure in K-12 education (Balch, 2012). As presented by
Balch (2012), while it can be argued that bias does play a role in the positive and negative
correlations found between instructor ratings and the final exam scores of students, such as more
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rigorous instructors receiving less favorable ratings than their less rigorous counterparts.
However, evidence suggests that students are to rate instructors fairly without allowing their
academic expectations to over shadow the general effectiveness of the instruction they received.
In fact, the literature presents no less than seventeen studies indicating that students are capable
of providing valid ratings of an instructor’s effectiveness across a number of differentiated
categories, including course content, instructional methods, and environment (Balch, 2012).
On the contrary, Balch (2012) points out that very little research has been conducted
around the use of student ratings of teacher in grades K-12, resulting in limited evidence being
available in the literature. Four noted studies have been conducted over the last 40 years. One
such study of over 9,000 students concluded that a student’s ability to rate a teacher is reliable
and sufficient enough to be included as a part of a teacher’s evaluation (Peterson, Wahlquist, &
Bone, 2000). Another study based in Cyprus concluded that student achievement gains were
highly correlated with teacher ratings as measured through student surveys (Kyriakides, 2005).
Likewise, this study presented convincing evidence that supported the inclusion of student rating
in teacher evaluation systems (Balch, 2012).
Again, the Measures of Effective Teaching Project (MET), a large-scale research project
funded by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, was launched in the fall of 2009. The MET
project was aimed at ascertaining a deeper understanding of what effective teaching is and how
effective teaching could be measured. Among the components of measurement included in the
research was a stakeholder or student perception survey (Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation,
2010).
Students included in the MET project utilized the Tripod Student Perception Survey to
evaluate their teachers on the overall instructional environment created by their teachers. The
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Tripod Student Perception Survey is an instrument designed to assess student experiences in the
classroom, and has been continuously refined and validated over the last thirteen years, by
Harvard researcher, Dr. Ron Ferguson. The survey seeks to assess the degree to which he
experiences a classroom environment that is demanding, supportive and engaging. Rather than a
popularity contest for teachers, the survey seeks student feedback across a number of domains
that get a teacher’s practice, such as the amount of individual support a student feels a teacher
provides, instructional strategies used to support academic growth, teacher feedback, and
teacher/student relationships. Specific questions from the survey are as follows (Bill and
Melinda Gates Foundation, 2010, p. 7):
1. My teacher has several good ways to explain each topic that we cover in class.
2. When I turn in my homework, my teacher gives me useful feedback that helps me
improve.
3. My teacher knows when the class understands, and when we do not.
Dr. Ferguson created the survey using a 5 point Likert scale, ranging from strongly
disagree to strongly agree (Balch, 2012), to gather information across seven domains or
constructs he refers to as the Seven C’s which are (Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, 2010, p.
11):
1. Care
2. Control
3. Clarify
4. Challenge
5. Captivate
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6. Confer
7. Consolidate
Figures 1 and 2 illustrate the range of questions used in the Tripod for both elementary
and secondary students, and the “indices for the seven C’s have proven highly reliable –in the
range of 0.80 and above” (Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, 2010, pp. 11-14). The results
indicate that the students included in the project were able to make sound ratings and
differentiate between more than one teacher’s practices. For the MET project, over 2,500
classrooms were analyzed (Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, 2010).

Table 1
An Example of Rates of Agreement at the Classroom Level to Tripod Survey Items:
Elementary

Table 1. Rates of agreement at the classroom level to tripod survey items:
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1 This table illustrates the rate at which the student responses on the Tripod
Student Perception Survey results agreed among elementary students. (Bill and
Melinda Gates Foundation, 2010)
Table 2
An Example of Rates of Agreement at the Classroom Level to Tripod Survey Items:
Secondary
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2 This table illustrates the rate at which the student responses on the Tripod
Student Perception Survey results agreed among secondary students. (Bill and
Melinda Gates Foundation, 2010)
Findings from this project indicate “a significant correlation between a teacher’s total
score on the student survey and value-added achievement on state tests in both math and ELA”
(Balch, 2012, p. 15).
Value-added Measures. Following the National Governor’s Association
recommendations, Tennessee’s Governor Ned McWherter signed into law the Tennessee
Education Improvement Act of 1993, which provided greater state funding for the state’s
schools. In order to meet the funding requirements, the state faced its second sales tax increase
in less than a decade, a condition that pushed lawmakers to insist on stronger accountability
measures for the state’s school systems. One of the measures included to create such
accountability was the Tennessee Value Added Assessment System (TVAAS) (Sanders & Horn,
1998).
In the late 1980s, Dr. William L. Sanders of the University of Tennessee developed a
model for a value-added measure, known as the Tennessee Value Added Assessment System or
TVAAS. Dr. Sanders developed the long-controversial model as a critical component of the
Tennessee Education Improvement Act of 1992. As presented by Kupermintz (2003), TVAAS
has produced a great deal of interest and was piloted in several states. Some educators and
policy makers believe TVAAS to be a remarkable tool that allows for greater insight into the true
effect a teacher has on his students (Kupermintz, 2003).
TVAAS is a measure for understanding the effectiveness of school systems, individual
schools within a system, and individual teachers within those schools. Sander’s model is built on
a statistical frame, using a “mixed model theory and methodology to enable a multivariate,

37	
  

	
  
	
  

longitudinal analysis of student achievement data” (Sanders & Horn, 1998, p. 249). The data
included in the model are student scores on state-mandated achievement tests in grades 3-8 in
reading, language arts, math, science, and social studies, as well as end-of-course exams in high
school for each of the same subjects. Over time, student data is collected, and that data is linked
to school systems, schools, and teachers in order to create a model of any student’s learning
patterns. This model, thusly, can indicate when a student’s regular rate of academic growth
begins to move away from the trend line for that student, enabling school leaders and teachers to
use the data to craft an education plan that meets the individual needs of every student (Sanders
& Horn, 1998). “Even though the driving force for the creation of TVAAS was for summative
education, the real power of the process lies in its ability to serve as a data source for formative
evaluation and for educational research” (Sanders & Horn, 1998, p. 250). Through the
utilization of TVAAS, teachers and educational leaders can better plan for positive student
achievement gains through more student specific methods of lesson planning and pedagogical
strategies (Sanders & Horn, 1998).
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Figure 1. TVAAS samples: patterns of growth. This table illustrates student
academic growth patterns as outlined by TVAAS. (Tennessee Department of
Education, 2013)
The Tennessee Legislature (2013) describes TVAAS as:
(1) A statistical system for educational outcome assessment that uses measures of student
learning to enable the estimation of teacher, school and school district statistical
distributions; and
(2) The statistical system will use available and appropriate data as input to account for
differences in prior student attainment, such that the impact that the teacher, school and
school district have on the educational progress of students may be estimated on student
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attainment on a constant basis. The impact that a teacher, school or school district has on
the progress, or lack of progress, in educational advancement or learning of a student is
referred to hereafter as the “effect” of the teacher, school, or school district on the
educational progress of students.
(b) The statistical system shall have the capability of providing mixed model
methodologies that provide for best linear unbiased prediction for the teacher, school and
school district effects on the educational progress of students. It must have the capability
of adequately providing these estimates for the traditional classroom of one (1) teacher
teaching multiple subjects to the same group of students, as well as team taught groups of
students or other teaching situations, as appropriate.
(c) The metrics chosen to measure student learning must be linear scales covering the
total range of topics covered in the approved curriculum to minimize ceiling and floor
effects. These metrics should have a strong relationship to the core curriculum for the
applicable grade level and subject. (49-1-603)
Sanders and Horn (1998) concluded that the single most important factor influencing
student achievement is that of an effective teacher. Adding, any assessments that cannot address
teacher effectiveness is seriously flawed in its ability to impact educational gains, and that only
once the impact of teacher effectiveness is realized can teachers, schools, and school systems
make informed decisions regarding the usefulness of content and strategy. TVAAS is able to
link teachers and schools to student achievement gains for the improved educational experiences
that the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 requires (Sanders & Horn, 1998).
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A New Frontier
In 2009, the United States Department of Education announced the Race to the Top
program, funded by the ED Recovery Act as a part of the American Recovery and Reinvestment
Act of 2009. Race to the Top created a contest between states aimed at improving educational
reform in each state. One of the major aspects of the program was to evaluate the state’s current
teacher evaluation system and create a more robust and rigorous teacher evaluation model (U.S.
Department of Education, 2013). At the same time, the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation
began working on the concept of effective teaching and what it means to be an effective teacher,
and in doing so, launched the Measure of Effective Teaching Project, also known as the MET
Project. The MET project began with the theory that the most important factor influencing the
academic success of a student is his teacher. Three overarching assertions embodied the MET
Project as postulated by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation (2010):
First, whenever feasible, a teacher’s evaluation should include his or her student’s
achievement gains… Second, any additional components of the evaluation (e.g.,
classroom observations, student feedback) should be demonstrably related to student
achievement gains… Third, the measure should include feedback on specific aspects of a
teacher’s practice to support teacher growth and development. (pp. 4-5)
From the data collected, the MET Project hoped to be able to craft a framework for
effective teaching. In order for the frame to begin to take shape, five essential measures were
considered. First of all, student achievement data was gathered from existing state-mandated and
supplemental testing. The second measure included classroom observations and teacher
reflection, followed by professional content knowledge, as the third measure. The fourth
measure included data gathered through the administration of a survey aimed at eliciting how
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students felt about their classroom experiences. The final measure centered on each teacher’s
perception of the culture and climate in his school, as well as the support given him by his school
leaders (Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, 2010). Derek Gottlieb (2013) warns that over
dependency on test scores and classroom observations for the sum of what makes a teacher
effective is a slippery slope. Moreover, it must be remembered that test scores vary from year to
year, thusly not proving a reliable source of information, and classroom observations tend to
uphold only the characteristics of teaching that are already revealed through current testing
practices. The basis of classroom observations, from administrators or students reporting
experiences on surveys, supposes that the observer knows what effective teaching is and how to
identify it when observed (Gottlieb, 2013). Gottlieb’s postulate suggests that measures of
effective teaching should be considered thoughtfully.
The MET Project represented some of the first in-depth research into effective teaching.
Having set the stage, the MET Project set out to identify urban school districts across the country
that would participate in the research. Ultimately, almost three-thousand teachers volunteered to
participate from the six urban districts selected: Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools, Dallas
Independent School District, Denver Public Schools, Hillsborough County Public Schools,
Legacy Memphis City Schools, and the New York City Department of Education (Bill and
Melinda Gates Foundation, 2010). With additional encouragement from The Race to the Top
Fund, several states began to eagerly address the need for a comprehensive multiple measure
evaluation system, including one major urban education system in the mid-south, legacy
Memphis City Schools, which chronicled its work with the assistance of Dr. Kristen Walker
(Walker, 2010).
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As archived by Dr. Walker (2010), legacy Memphis City Schools was looking for a way
to reach more students and have them realize greater student achievement. Therefore, the
marriage between the MET Project and legacy Memphis City Schools came as no surprise. In
2009, legacy Memphis City Schools submitted a proposal to the Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation for majority funding of an extended MET Project that would be known as the
Teacher Effectiveness Initiative, and in November of 2009, Legacy Memphis City Schools
became an intensive partnership site with the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation seeking to gain
insight to effective teaching and educational reform (Walker, 2010).
Dr. Walker (2010) points out that legacy Memphis City Schools, through its partnership
with the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, placed itself on the forward cusp of educational
research and reform, and quickly began to lead the way for Tennessee and the nation. The
Teacher Effectiveness Initiative focused on four key strategies: To define and measure teacher
effectiveness, to make better decisions about who teaches, to better support, utilize, and
compensate teachers, and to improve the surrounding context to foster effective teaching
(Walker, 2010). Again, these foci are directly supported in the report, The Widget Effect, as
outlined in 2009 by Weisberg et al. (2009).
Traditionally, the district had been using a simplistic and minimalist approach to teacher
evaluation. Dr. Walker notes that the Teacher Effectiveness Initiative viewed its first priority to
be that of constructing a clear definition of and measure for effective teaching. Legacy Memphis
City Schools adopted the belief asserted by through the MET Project that a teacher evaluation
should be conducted using a multiple measures approach. Conversely, Derek Gottlieb (2013)
proposes that the idea of multiple measures is a fallacy, which contradicts the Widget Effect. As
evaluation models continue to utilize a robust rubric for evaluation and student surveys, the
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underlying message is that one robust rubric and one robust student survey can capture all
varieties of classroom practices and student experiences (Gottlieb, 2013).
After agreeing on the definition, the TEM, a multiple measures tool, was crafted. The
district understood that the more effective a teacher was, the more likely a given student was to
grow academically. The district also believed that effective teachers possessed skills that
ineffective teachers did not possess and students reacted more positively when receiving
instruction from the more effective teachers. Additionally, the district accepted that stakeholder
or student perception is key to gaining insight into classrooms that is historically not considered
in teacher evaluations. Finally, they acknowledged that a teacher’s depth of knowledge for the
content he teaches should be evaluated on an annual basis and that content knowledge directly
impacts student achievement (Walker, 2010). The TEM, more specifically, is weighted
according to Tennessee state law, which mandates that one-half of a teacher’s observation be
based 35% on student growth and 15% on student achievement. The remaining half is to be
based on observation of practice. Districts have the option to submit for state approval,
alternative models to arrive at 50% observation of practice component, which is how the TEM
was officially endorsed. The TEM is comprised of five measurable components and weighted
accordingly: Teacher observation, 40%; teacher content knowledge, 5%; stakeholder perception,
5%; student achievement, 15%; and student growth, 35% (Walker, 2010).
In legacy Memphis City Schools, the TEM is currently being used to drive decisions
around professional development, teaching assignments, and human capital. Around the nation,
the appropriateness and validity of using a value-added measure is under debate, despite the fact
that it is Tennessee state law to incorporate this measure in all teacher evaluation models
(Walker, 2011). Thus, questions from teachers and school leaders continued to arise around this
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issue as it related to its use in teacher evaluation and ultimately the TEM. Given that this issue
was not likely to be resolved in the short-term, our attention was focused on the qualitative
components making up the 50% of the TEM that can be controlled, namely teacher observation,
stakeholder perception, and teacher content knowledge (Walker, 2011).
As the TEM model was implemented in legacy Memphis City Schools, there was an
ever-increasing focus on teacher accountability and evaluation as the best approach to improving
our schools and preparing our students for the future. Douglas Harris, William Ingle, and Stacey
Rutledge (2014) suggest that the trend toward utilizing teacher effectiveness measures, such as
the TEM in legacy Memphis City Schools, for the purposes of making human capital decisions
was not well understood. Further, the lack of understanding around this purpose might lead to
greater negative consequences in not only the future teacher workforce, but also in the very
practice of teaching itself, including the individuality that most teachers currently possess and
most administrators highly value, even though these traits are not highly associated with valueadded measures (Harris et al., 2014).
While a unified school district continues to develop its TEM model, based on that of
legacy Memphis City Schools, the historical evidence, as presented by Harris et al. (2014),
demonstrates that Principal Observation of Practice and value-added measures are not strongly
correlated. It must be noted that the evidence does demonstrate a positive correlation, however,
the correlation itself is generally quite weak. A recent study found “correlations of .17 to .32
between teacher value-added and principal’s informal evaluations of teachers” (Harris et al.,
2014, p 77.) Additionally, the MET project indicated that the correlation between student
perception and TVAAS was significant (Balch, 2012).
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Summary
A review of the literature demonstrated that during the last sixty years, the American
educational landscape has under gone several reform movements, from the Effective Schools
movement that followed the Coleman Report of 1966 to the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001
that launched American education into a total accountability model. The Effective Schools
movement resulted in the following correlates believed to be the key framework for educators to
follow and the correlates included:
•

Principal’s Leadership

•

Safe and Orderly Environment

•

High Expectations

•

Instructional Focus

•

Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress

A Nation at Risk concluded that American students would not be able to keep up with
their international counterparts if the American education system did not improve, which could
result in America’s loss as a superpower. As a result of the accountability movement, today’s
schools are judged and supported on the results of high-stakes achievement assessments, which
is supposed to force education to become stronger and better. Often, the accountability
movement is framed “by stating that the question lies not in whether or not schools are
improving, but whether or not they have improved enough to prepare students and teachers for
success in a rapidly changing world” (Selvester, Summer, & Williams, 2006, p. 22).
With the latest vision for accountability, today’s school systems are seeking better and
more rigorous ways of measuring teacher performance. Included among these new measures are
the traditional Principal Observations of Practice, stakeholder perception surveys, and value-
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added measurements. Principal Observations of Practice are heightened through the use of
specialized rubrics, such as TEM 1.0 that was created by legacy Memphis City Schools.
Stakeholder perception, such as the Tripod Student Perception Survey, is aimed at assessing a
student’s experiences in the classroom with a specific teacher. And finally, attempts at better
understanding the impact a teacher has on student achievement is being explored through the use
of value-added measures, such as TVAAS.
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Chapter 3
Methodology
The purpose of this correlational study was two-fold. First, the researcher wanted to
determine whether the Principal’s Observation of Practice and the Stakeholder Perception
Survey measurements aligned. Secondly, the researcher wanted to understand the relationship, if
any, between TVAAS and these two observation measures. This chapter describes the
methodology that was employed to gather the data necessary to conduct this quantitative,
descriptive, correlated study, which will add valuable insight around the relationship of each of
these two observation measures.
Research Questions
For the purposes of this study, the following research questions were addressed:
1. To what extent, if any, do the Principal Observation of Practice outcomes align with the
Stakeholder Perception outcomes?
2. What is the relationship, if any, between TVAAS and Principal Observation of Practice?
3. What is the relationship, if any, between TVAAS and Stakeholder Perception?
4. What is the relationship, if any, between TVAAS and the Principal’s Observation of
Practice and Stakeholder Perception when each observation measure is considered
together?
This chapter presents the methodology used in this study. Included in this chapter are the
research questions addressing the alignment between the Principal Observation of Practice and
Stakeholder Perception measurements and their relationship to TVAAS both independently and
when considered together. Additionally, this chapter addresses the research design and presents
a case for using a correlated approach. Next, the sample population is defined, and the
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instruments that were used in the study are presented. Finally, the study’s limitations are
discussed, and the methods of data collection and data analysis are outlined. Chapter 3
concludes with a brief summary of the methodology of this study.
Research Design
A correlational research approach was followed in order to address the research questions
posed for this study. Quantitative research takes on an objectivist theoretical perspective, where
the researcher attempts to predict events and test hypothesis rather than attempting to explain or
describe particular phenomena (Crotty, 1998). When performing correlational research, a
number of points are researched, including any relationship that might exist between two or more
variables (Lomax & Li, 2013). The researcher’s decision to approach this research in a
quantitative manner was not based on a personal epistemological paradigm, but rather because of
the nature in which the data is best presented and interpreted. The primary methodology
included the use of a data set prepared by legacy Memphis City Schools.
The researcher obtained approval to conduct this study utilizing aggregated, secondary
legacy Memphis City School's 2011-2012 TEM data set for teachers in tested areas (Appendix
A) on November 16, 2012. Approval was granted from the Institutional Review Board for the
Protection of Human Subjects at the University of Memphis, IRB # 2504, in Memphis,
Tennessee (Appendix B) on January 5, 2013.
The data set was comprised of three data points gathered from the summative TEM
components, Principal Observation of Practice, Stakeholder Perception, and TVAAS across
legacy Memphis City Schools for teachers in tested areas. The researcher was granted
permission to use the described data set in this study. The first data point for each teacher in a
tested area was the summative level for the Principal Observation of Practice component. The

49	
  

	
  
	
  

second data point for each teacher in a tested area was the computed level for the stakeholder
perception component as averaged from the ratings of all students assigned to evaluate each
individual teacher. The final data point reflected the TVAAS score for each teacher in a tested
area.
This was a correlational study that sought to understand the relationships between: a) the
Principal Observation of Practice and stakeholder perception, b) the Principal Observation of
Practice and TVAAS, c) the stakeholder perception and TVAAS, and d) TVAAS and the
Principal Observation of Practice and stakeholder perception when considered together.
Sample Population
For the purposes of this study, the researcher accessed an existing set of data that was
collected after the first year of district wide TEM implementation in legacy Memphis City
Schools. The data set included the final scores for all teachers in tested areas for the following
measures: Principal Observation of Practice and Stakeholder Perception and TVAAS. The data
was comprised of 1,783 teachers from tested areas across the district in grades 4-12. Each
teacher received one cumulative Principal Observation of Practice score, one Stakeholder
Perception Survey score, and one TVAAS score that was cumulative of all tested students on his
roster. Each teacher in this study was observed by administration against the same rubric, TEM
1.0, for each observation included in the cumulative score, and each teacher’s stakeholder
perception score was calculated using the same method and a grade-specific instrument, the
Tripod Student Perception Survey. All teachers in this study were treated equally and fairly.
Instruments
Each teacher in a tested area within legacy Memphis City Schools was observed no less
than four times over the course of the 2011-2012 academic year. Each observation was
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conducted using the TEM 1.0 rubric (Appendix C) created specifically for the TEM model and
based on the teacher evaluation rubric known as DC IMPACT (Walker, 2010). Each indicator
on the rubric was rated one to five. To strengthen the validity of the Principal Observations of
Practice, legacy Memphis City Schools provided continuous TEM rubric training and scoring
norming sessions for all administrators involved in the Principal Observation of Practice
processes, allowing for discussion of the TEM rubric and inter-rater reliability. Following the
completion of no less than four observations, an average score on each indicator was calculated
and each indicator’s average was then averaged together to arrive at one final summative score
as illustrated in Figure 4.

Table 3
An Example of an Observation of Practice Profile Report

3 This table illustrates the scores a teacher achieved for each indicator of the TEM rubric
across all Principal Observations of Practice, including the overall score for each
Principal Observation of Practice. (Legacy Memphis City Schools , 2012)
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Selected students from the roster of each teacher in a tested area used the Tripod Student
Perception Survey to evaluate their teachers. Dr. Ron Ferguson developed the Tripod Student
Perception Survey in conjunction with Cambridge Education (Cambridge Education, 2013). The
Tripod Student Perception Survey does not seek whether or not a student likes his teacher, but
rather it seeks to gather data around the way a student observes or perceives classroom practices
according to seven constructs, known as the 7 C’s: Caring, controlling, clarifying, challenging,
captivating, conferring, and consolidating (Walker, 2011). “Tripod maintains a large national
data set used to norm results. Ongoing analysis of national patterns informs refinements in the
survey instruments and methods for reporting results” (Cambridge Education, 2013). The
average rating that each teacher received on each of the constructs of the Tripod Student
Perception Survey was weighed against the district average for the same constructs for all other
teachers in the same tested area and grade level, as illustrated by Table 4.

Table 4
An Example of a Stakeholder Perceptions Profile Report
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4 This table illustrates the seven student perception indicator scores for a given
teacher, the average score for each indicator for that teachers peer group, and the
leveled score based on the overall indicator score as provided to teachers in the
TEM profile. (Legacy Memphis City Schools, 2012)
Each teacher in a tested area was given a TVAAS score based on the average growth
scores achieved by each student assigned to him, as evidenced by each student’s performance on
state-mandated testing, as illustrated in Table 5.

Table 5
An Example of a TVAAS Profile Report

5 This table illustrates a teacher’s TVAAS score as calculated by the Tennessee Department of
Education. (Legacy Memphis City Schools , 2012)
The TVAAS index score was leveled against a continuum with a range of one to five.
The leveled score for each teacher helps to illustrate the average growth a group of students
achieved under the daily instruction of an individual teacher, with the expectation that teachers
added value to a student’s academic progress to such a degree that he realized no less than one
year of growth for one year of instruction. Leveled scores of three reflect that this was the case,
while levels below three indicate varying decreases from this goal and levels above three indicate
varying increases above this goal (SAS Institute, Inc., 2013).
Limitations
One limitation of this investigation was that the data available for inclusion was limited
to only the 2011-2012 academic year, as the 2011-2012 is the first year of full TEM model
implementation. Prior to the 2011-2012 academic year, the school district had only conducted a
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pilot of the TEM model, and the resulting data set was not used as a part of the participating
teachers’ evaluation. At the time this study was conducted, the final data set for the 2012-2013
academic was not available. The second limitation of this investigation was that only data for
teachers in tested content areas was included, as only teachers in tested content areas have
individually reported TVAAS data. At the time of this study, teachers in non-tested areas have
no individual measure from which to calculate a value-added score.
Data Source
Legacy Memphis City Schools adopted the belief asserted by through the MET Project
that a teacher evaluation should be conducted using a multiple measures approach. After
agreeing on the definition, the TEM, a multiple measures tool, was crafted. The district
understood that the more effective a teacher was, the more likely a given student was to grow
academically. The district also believed that effective teachers possessed skills that ineffective
teachers did not possess and students reacted more positively when receiving instruction from
the more effective teachers. Additionally, the district accepted that stakeholder or student
perception is key to gaining insight into classrooms that is historically not considered in teacher
evaluations. Finally, they acknowledged that a teacher’s depth of knowledge for the content he
teaches should be evaluated on an annual basis and that content knowledge directly impacts
student achievement (Walker, 2010). The TEM, more specifically, is weighted according to
Tennessee state law, which mandates that one-half of a teacher’s observation be based 35% on
student growth and 15% on student achievement. The remaining half is to be based on
observation of practice. Districts have the option to submit for state approval, alternative models
to arrive at 50% observation of practice component, which is how the TEM was officially
endorsed. The TEM is comprised of five measurable components and weighted accordingly:
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Teacher observation, 40%; teacher content knowledge, 5%; stakeholder perception, 5%; student
achievement, 15%; and student growth, 35% (Walker, 2010).
The district used a specially designed software package to collect and calculate data on
each of the five components of the TEM: Principal Observation of Practice, Stakeholder
Perception, Student Achievement, Student Growth (TVAAS), and Teacher Knowledge.
Principals were issued Apple iPads in order to conduct teacher observations and store their
evidence collection in real-time. Once the evidence was stored, principals scored the collected
evidence against the TEM rubric. This process was continued for all Principal Observations of
Practice conducted for each teacher in the district. The final Principal Observation of Practice
score for each teacher was calculated within the software and was based on the individual scores
of each of the completed Principal Observations of Practice for each teacher (Walker, 2011).
The Department of Teacher Talent and Effectiveness within legacy Memphis City
Schools designed the protocol that would guide the work around the Stakeholder Perception
component of the TEM. The Tripod Student Perception Survey was administered to one set of
students for every teacher in the district. The surveys were sent from Cambridge Education to
the Office of Teacher Talent and Effectiveness. From this office, the survey materials were sent
to each respective school, where the surveys were disseminated to the respective teacher’s
classrooms. Each teacher had a designee to proctor the survey administration for his selected set
of students, so that no teacher being surveyed proctored his own survey administration. Once the
surveys were completed, the surveys were placed in individual envelopes and sealed. The sealed
surveys were returned to the Office of Teacher Talent and Effectiveness, where they were boxed
and shipped back to Cambridge Education for scoring. After completing the scoring process,
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Cambridge Education sent all Student Perception Survey results to the Office of Teacher Talent
and Effectiveness.
In the spring semester, students participated in state mandated high stakes testing and
End-of-Course exams. Exams were sent to local schools from the Tennessee Department of
Education. The exams were administered at the school level under a strict state and school
district developed protocol for security and fidelity. The completed tests were returned to the
Department of Education or its designee for scoring. Once these achievement tests were scored,
the Tennessee Department of Education calculated the TVAAS for each tested student in the
district, as well as calculating the overall TVAAS for each teacher in a tested area within the
district.
Following the approval of the request to use aggregated, secondary TEM data and
TVAAS data from legacy Memphis City Schools (Appendix A) from the 2011-2012 academic
year and the approval to conduct this study from the Institutional Review Board for the
Protection of Human Subjects at the University of Memphis, IRB 2504 (Appendix B), this
researcher was given a data set that included the final Principal Observation of Practice score for
each teacher in a tested area, the Tripod Student Perception Survey score for each teacher in a
tested area, and the overall TVAAS score for each teacher in a tested area. For each teacher in a
tested area, there were three data points used: The final score for the Principal Observation of
Practice, Tripod Student Perception Survey score, and TVAAS score.
Variables
Variables are found in two categories: Independent and dependent. According to Fred
Pyrczak, a variable is any item, idea, phenomena, feeling, or any other category from which a
researcher is attempting to take a measure. Independent variables are the variables within a
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research study that are not affected by the other variables within the research study, and
independent variables can affect the dependent variables within the research study. The
dependent variables are the variables within a research study that are affected by the independent
variables within a research study, and dependent variables cannot affect independent variables
within a research study (Pyrczak, 2010).
This research study had three independent variables. The first independent variable was
the Principal’s Observation of Practice. The second independent variable was the Stakeholder
Perception. The third independent variable was TVAAS. This research study did not include
any dependent variables.
Data Analysis
This study analyzed the data using a quantitative approach, and the data was analyzed
using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 22.0 software for interpretive
results, utilizing bivariate correlations and hierarchical multiple regression statistics. The data
analysis was based on the research questions and research design of this study. To address the
research questions presented in this study, the following analyses were used:
1. To determine the extent, if any, that the Principal Observation of Practice outcomes
aligned with the Stakeholder Perception Survey outcomes, this researcher conducted a
correlation between Principal Observation of Practice and Stakeholder Perception Survey
outcomes. Specifically, the researcher utilized the statistical test for correlation known as
the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (Pearson r Correlation) and a level of
significance of p = .01
2. To understand the relationship between TVAAS outcomes and Principal Observation of
Practice, this researcher conducted a correlation between school performance outcomes
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and Principal Observation of Practice. Specifically, the researcher utilized the statistical
test for correlation known as the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (Pearson
r Correlation) and a level of significance of p = .01
3. To understand the relationship between TVAAS outcomes and Student Perception, this
researcher conducted a correlation between school performance outcomes and Student
Perception outcomes. Specifically, the researcher utilized the statistical test for
correlation known as the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (Pearson r
Correlation) and a level of significance of p = .001
4. To understand the relationship between TVAAS and the Principal’s Observation of
Practice and Stakeholder Perception when each observation measure was considered
together, this researcher conducted a correlation between school TVAAS and Principal
Observation of Practice and Student Perception when each observation measure was
considered. Specifically, the researcher utilized the statistical test known as a
Hierarchical Multiple Regression and a significance level of p = .01.
The statistical test for correlation known as the Pearson r Correlation describes the
relationship between two sets of variables as a measure of the strength of a linear association
between the two variables. The stronger the association between the two variables, the closer to
the Pearson r will be to either positive or negative one, depending on whether the relationship is
positive or negative (Lund & Lund, 2013). The linear association is based upon a line of best-fit.
The closer the data points are to the line of best-fit, the stronger the relationship between the two
variables. The closer to zero the Pearson r is, the greater the variation of the data points around
the line of best-fit will be and the weaker the relationship between the two variables (Lund &
Lund, 2013). For the purposes of this study, the Pearson r Correlation provided a frame for
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understanding the relationship between each of the variables as outlined in research questions 1,
2, and 3.
A multiple regression is used to explore the relationship between variables. Moreover,
this type of analysis is utilized to determine if a significant relationship exists between two or
more variables, allowing a researcher to determine if one variable can be predicted by one or
more other variables (Greene, 2014). Multiple r and r2 measure the relationship between the
variables, and an F test is used to determine if the relationship is strong enough to be
generalized, while t-tests demonstrate the individual relationship between the variables in the
model. A hierarchical multiple regression allows a researcher to enter the variables into the
model in a particular order and at various stages, providing a statistical test of the change in r2
from stage to stage. This analysis allows the researcher to understand the impact of subsequent
independent variables on the dependent variable from one stage of the analysis to the next
(Greene, 2014).
Summary
As an overview, this chapter presented the research questions posed in this study, the
research design, and the rationale for the design. Additionally, there was a description of the
instruments used to gather the data set by legacy Memphis City Schools and the types of
analyses that were performed on the data set. Making up the data set were 1,783 teachers in
tested areas, each of whom was observed no less than four times during the 2011-2012 academic
year. Each teacher in the data set was also measured and scored on the value-added system
known as TVAAS, as well as having had a selected group of his students complete a stakeholder
perception survey during the 2011-2012 academic year. The data set was analyzed as outlined in
this chapter, and the findings are presented in the following chapter.
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Chapter 4
Results
This chapter presents the research findings from the analysis of the data collected for this
research study. The data set was compiled from two sources: Teacher Effectiveness Measure
(TEM) and Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS). The data were analyzed
using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 21.0, utilizing bivariate correlations
and hierarchical multiple regression statistics. Chapter 4 is presented as follows: a) Study
Design, b. Findings, and c) Summary.
The purpose of this correlational study was two-fold. First, the researcher wanted to
determine whether the Principal’s Observation of Practice and the Stakeholder Perception
Survey measurements aligned. Secondly, the researcher wanted to understand the relationship, if
any, between TVAAS and these two observation measures. To address these issues, the
researcher accessed an existing set of data that was collected after the first year, 2011-2012, of
district wide TEM implementation in legacy Memphis City Schools. The data set included the
final scores for all teachers in tested areas for the following measures: Principal Observation of
Practice, Stakeholder Perception, and TVAAS. The data from these sources were comprised of
1,783 teachers from tested areas across the district in grades 4-12. Each teacher received one
cumulative Principal Observation of Practice score, one Stakeholder Perception Survey score,
and one TVAAS score that was cumulative of all tested students on his or her roster. Each
teacher in the study was observed by administration against the same rubric, TEM 1.0, for each
observation included in the cumulative score, and each teacher’s stakeholder perception score
was calculated using the same method and a grade-specific instrument, the Tripod Student
Perception Survey. All teachers in this study were treated equally and fairly.
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Findings
This study was guided by the following research questions:
1. To what extent, if any, do the Principal Observation of Practice outcomes align with the
Stakeholder Perception outcomes?
2. What is the relationship, if any, between TVAAS and Principal Observation of Practice?
3. What is the relationship, if any, between TVAAS and Stakeholder Perception?
4. What is the relationship, if any, between TVAAS and the Principal’s Observation of
Practice and Stakeholder Perception when each observation measure is considered
together?
To address the research questions presented in this study, the following analyses were used:
1. To determine the extent, if any, that the Principal Observation of Practice outcomes
aligned with the Stakeholder Perception Survey outcomes, this researcher conducted a
correlation between Principal Observation of Practice and Stakeholder Perception Survey
outcomes. Specifically, the researcher utilized the statistical test for correlation known as
the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (Pearson r Correlation) and a level of
significance of p = .01
2. To understand the relationship between TVAAS outcomes and Principal Observation of
Practice, this researcher conducted a correlation between school performance outcomes
and Principal Observation of Practice. Specifically, the researcher utilized the statistical
test for correlation known as the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (Pearson
r Correlation) and a level of significance of p = .01
3. To understand the relationship between TVAAS outcomes and Student Perception, this
researcher conducted a correlation between school performance outcomes and Student
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Perception outcomes. Specifically, the researcher utilized the statistical test for
correlation known as the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (Pearson r
Correlation) and a level of significance of p = .001
4. To understand the relationship between TVAAS and the Principal’s Observation of
Practice and Stakeholder Perception when each observation measure was considered
together, this researcher conducted a correlation between school TVAAS and Principal
Observation of Practice and Student Perception when each observation measure was
considered. Specifically, the researcher utilized the statistical test known as a
Hierarchical Multiple Regression and a significance level of p = .01.
For research questions 1-3, a Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was
computed to assess the relationship between Principal Observation of Practice and
Stakeholder Perception. The statistical test for correlation known as the Pearson r
Correlation describes the relationship between two sets of variables as a measure of the
strength of a linear association between the two variables. The stronger the association
between the two variables, the closer to the Pearson r will be to either positive or negative
one, depending on whether the relationship is positive or negative (Lund & Lund, 2013). A
correlation is interpreted as a weak, positive correlation when the Pearson r is between 0.0
and 0.3, a moderate, positive correlation when Pearson’s r is between 0.3 and 0.4, a strong,
positive correlation when the Pearson r is between 0.4 and 0.7, and a very strong, positive
correlation when the Pearson r is between 0.7 and 1.0 (Lund & Lund, 2013). Pearson’s r2
value is used to understand the degree to which the variance observed in one variable can be
explained by another variable. Specifically, the degree to which one variable can predict the
outcome of the second variable (Lund & Lund, 2013).
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For research question 4, a Hierarchical Multiple Regression was used to compute the
relationship between each of the variables. A multiple regression is used to explore the
relationship between variables. Moreover, this type of analysis is utilized to determine if a
significant relationship exists between two or more variables, allowing a researcher to determine
if one variable can be predicted by one or more other variables (Greene, 2014). Multiple r and r2
measure the relationship between the variables, and an F test is used to determine if the
relationship is strong enough to be generalized, while t-tests demonstrate the individual
relationship between the variables in the model. A hierarchical multiple regression allows a
researcher to enter the variables into the model in a particular order and at various stages,
providing a statistical test of the change in r2 from stage to stage. This analysis allows the
researcher to understand the impact of subsequent independent variables on the dependent
variable from one stage of the analysis to the next (Greene, 2014).
Research Question 1. To what extent, if any, do the Principal Observation of Practice
outcomes align with the Stakeholder Perception outcomes?
The first research question in this study examined the relationship between the Principal
Observation of Practice and the Stakeholder Perception survey (Tripod Student Perception
Survey) score results. Data were collected from the TEM profile report on each teacher in a
tested area as collected from legacy Memphis City Schools. From the TEM profile report, the
teacher’s Principal Observation of Practice overall score was obtained, which was the average of
no less than four observations rated against the TEM 1.0 rubric for teacher effectiveness. Also
taken from the TEM profile report was the teacher’s overall score from the Tripod Student
Perception Survey, a score that was calculated as the average of all student ratings and adjusted
against the average rating of all peers in the same content area.
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The analysis for this research question demonstrated a weak, positive correlation between
the Principal Observation of Practice and Stakeholder Perception [r = 0.215, n = 1,783, p =
0.000]. The weak correlation provided strong evidence that the relationship between Principal
Observation of Practice and Stakeholder Perception is at best a negligible relationship.
Pearson’s r2 value (0.046) indicated that approximately 5% of the variability of the
Principal Observation of Practice was related to Stakeholder Perception. This value represented
a very small effect size for the relationship between these two variables.
Table 6 reflects the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient results.

Table 6

Correlations Between Principal Observation of Practice and Stakeholder Perception
Pearson r

r2

Sig.

N

Principal Observation of Practice

.215**

.046

0.00

1783

Stakeholder Perception

.215**

.046

0.00

1783

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Research Question 2. What is the relationship, if any, between TVAAS and Principal
Observation of Practice?
The second research question in this study examined the relationship between TVAAS
and the Principal Observation of Practice score results. Data was collected from the TEM profile
report on each teacher in a tested area as collected from legacy Memphis City Schools. From the
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TEM profile report, the teacher’s TVAAS score, as calculated by the Tennessee Department of
Education, and the Principal Observation of Practice overall score, which was the average of no
less than four observations rated against the TEM 1.0 rubric for teacher effectiveness, was
obtained.
The analysis for this research question demonstrated a moderate, positive correlation
between TVAAS and the Principal Observation of Practice [r = 0.345, n = 1,783, p = 0.000].
The moderate, positive correlation provided evidence that a relationship between TVAAS and
Principal Observation of Practice was present, although it was not a strong relationship.
Pearson’s r2 value (0.119) indicated that approximately 12% of the variability of TVAAS
was related to Principal Observation of Practice. This value represented a small effect size for
the relationship between these two variables.
Table 7 reflects the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient results.

Table 7

Correlations Between TVAAS and Principal Observation of Practice
Pearson r

r2

Sig.

N

TVAAS

.345**

.119

0.00

1783

Principal Observation of Practice

.345**

.119

0.00

1783

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Research Question 3. What is the relationship, if any, between TVAAS and Stakeholder
Perception?
The third research question in this study examined the relationship between TVAAS and
the Stakeholder Perception score results. Data was collected from the TEM profile report on
each teacher in a tested area as collected from legacy Memphis City Schools. From the TEM
profile report, the teacher’s TVAAS score, as calculated by the Tennessee Department of
Education, and the teacher’s Tripod Student Perception Survey score, a score that was calculated
as the average of all student ratings and adjusted against the average rating of all peers in the
same content area, was obtained.
The analysis for this research question demonstrated a weak, positive correlation between
TVAAS and Stakeholder Perception [r = 0.135, n = 1,783, p = 0.000]. The weak, positive
correlation provided strong evidence that a relationship between TVAAS and Stakeholder
Perception was at best a negligible relationship.
Pearson’s r2 value (0.018) indicated that approximately 2% of the variability of TVAAS
was related to Stakeholder Perception. This value represented a very small effect size for the
relationship between these two variables.
Table 8 reflects the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient results.
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Table 8

Correlations Between TVAAS and Stakeholder Perception
Pearson r

r2

Sig.

N

TVAAS

.135**

.018

0.00

1783

Stakeholder Perception

.135**

.018

0.00

1783

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Research Question 4. What is the relationship, if any, between TVAAS and the
Principal’s Observation of Practice and Stakeholder Perception when each observation measure
is considered together?
The fourth research question in this study examined the relationship between TVAAS,
Principal Observation of Practice, and Stakeholder Perception score results. Data was collected
from the TEM profile report on each teacher in a tested area as collected from legacy Memphis
City Schools. From the TEM profile report, the teacher’s TVAAS score, as calculated by the
Tennessee Department of Education, the teacher’s Principal Observation of Practice overall
score, which was the average of no less than four observations rated against the TEM 1.0 rubric
for teacher effectiveness, and the teacher’s Tripod Student Perception Survey score, a score that
was calculated as the average of all student ratings and adjusted against the average rating of all
peers in the same content area, was obtained.
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Before conducting the Hierarchical Multiple Regression, all relevant assumptions were
tested and met. The sample size of 1,783 was considered sufficient. The Pearson r correlations
(Table 1) demonstrated that none of the variables was highly correlated.
A two-stage Hierarchical Multiple Regression was conducted with TVAAS as the
dependent variable. Principal Observation of Practice was entered at stage 1 of the regression,
and Stakeholder Perception was entered at stage 2 of the regression. The variables were entered
into the model in this order based on the results of the correlation of each variable with TVAAS
as demonstrated by the Pearson r analysis in research questions 2 (Table 2) and 3 (Table 3).
The Hierarchical Multiple Regression revealed that for stage one of the regression, the
variance in TVAAS accounted for by Principal Observation of Practice (r2) was 0.119 or
approximately 12%. For stage two of the regression, the variance in TVAAS accounted for by
both Principal Observation of Practice and Stakeholder Perception was 0.123 or approximately
12%, representing a change in r2 of only 0.004. Therefore, any increase in the predictive power
for TVAAS with the addition of Stakeholder Perception to Principal Observation of Practice was
nearly non-existent. The F-test indicated that this model was a good fit for the data (F(2,1782) =
125.034, p < .05).
Table 9 reflects the Model Summary from the Hierarchical Multiple Regression
analysis.
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Table 9

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Model Summary*
Pearson r

r2

.345**

.119

.351**

.123

Principal Observation of Practice
Principal Observation of Practice
and
Stakeholder Perception
**analysis with TVAAS as constant

Summary
Chapter 4 presented the research findings from the analysis of the data collected for this
research study. The data set was compiled from two sources, TEM and TVAAS, and were
analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 21.0, utilizing bivariate
correlations and hierarchical multiple regression statistics. Results of this study indicated that
Principal Observation of Practice and Stakeholder Perception were minimally aligned with one
another and resulted in a Pearson r correlation coefficient of only 0.0215. The results also
indicated that TVAAS and Principal Observation of Practice were moderately aligned with one
another, resulting in a Pearson r correlation coefficient of 0.345. The results indicated that
TVAAS and Stakeholder Perception were very minimally aligned with one another and resulted
in a Pearson r correlation coefficient of only 0.135. Further, the results of this study indicated
that the increase of predictive power for TVAAS by Observation of Practice and Stakeholder
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Perception when considered together was not significantly increased over simply considering
Principal Observation of Practice alone.
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Chapter 5
Discussion
This chapter provides an overview of the study, including the purpose, methodology, data
analysis and results of the study. This chapter is presented as follows: a) Purpose of the Study,
b) Research Questions Guiding the Study, c) Study Design and Methodology, d) Research
Findings, e) Discussion, f) Recommendations for Practice, g) Recommendations for Further
Research, and h) Summary.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this correlational study was two-fold. First, the researcher wanted to
determine whether the Principal’s Observation of Practice and the Stakeholder Perception
Survey measurements aligned. Secondly, the researcher wanted to understand the relationship, if
any, between TVAAS and these two observation measures.
Research Questions Guiding the Study
For the purposes of this study, the following research questions were addressed:
1. To what extent, if any, do the Principal Observation of Practice outcomes align with the
Stakeholder Perception outcomes?
2. What is the relationship, if any, between TVAAS and Principal Observation of Practice?
3. What is the relationship, if any, between TVAAS and Stakeholder Perception?
4. What is the relationship, if any, between TVAAS and the Principal’s Observation of
Practice and Stakeholder Perception when each observation measure is considered
together?
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Study Design and Methodology
In legacy Memphis City Schools, during the 2009-2010 academic year, its Department of
Teacher Talent and Effectiveness developed a robust teacher evaluation model. The goal of
many large urban districts across the country is to develop a model to measure teacher
effectiveness. While many districts and states are currently only using broader evaluation
models for making decisions around professional development and growth opportunities and
teacher assignments, legacy Memphis City Schools was using the TEM model as part of the
teacher record from which principals made human capital decisions. Human capital decisions
became easier to consider as the state of Tennessee’s change in teacher tenure laws (Tennessee
Department of Education, 2012) took effect in 2011. Therefore, there was a great deal of
scrutiny around the use of the TEM model, and, thusly, the individual components making up the
model.
Historically, principal observations of practice have been the major source of teacher
evaluations. As the instructional leader, Despain and Juarez-Torres (2012) suggest, the principal
must have an in-depth knowledge of educational standards and keen ability to recognize good
teaching and be able to communicate effective feedback to teachers. These evaluations were
usually left untested for breadth and depth in capturing the characteristics of a teacher’s practice.
It has only been since the introduction of value-added measures, that districts have begun
judging the principal’s effectiveness in adequately and accurately observing teacher practice
against an independent measure (Lipscomb et al., 2010). Additionally, stakeholder perception
surveys are growing in favor, and, although many educators continue to question the validity of
such an instrument, research suggests that such surveys can make a valuable contribution to an
evaluation model that uses multiple measures (Balch, 2012). The TEM model, incorporating
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both measures, presupposed that each measurement is valid. However, without really
understanding the relationship between each observation measure, as well as the other
components of the model, TVAAS, the TEM model was unable to stand alone as a valid teacher
evaluation model. Consequently, since the components have not been tested and validated
against the value-added measure component mandated for use by the state of Tennessee for
determining overall teacher effectiveness and school performance.
Such was the case with the TEM model. A great deal of effort was put into the crafting
of an extensive Teacher Observation Rubric, and the district placed a great deal of faith in the
use of the Tripod Student Perception Survey. The observation rubric is a major tool for
principals to employ while observing teachers, and this is a practice that has been long held as
the standard of teacher evaluation measurement. However, it is unclear if this practice aligns
with other measurements of effective teaching, such as stakeholder perception and student
achievement. Likewise, the data reported by the creators of the Tripod Student Perception
Survey supports a correlation between student growth and Tripod scores. However, it is still
unclear if this measure aligns with each of the other measures of effective teaching, namely the
principal observation of practice and the measure of expected student growth, because there has
been no study of the relationships between multiple components of teacher effectiveness. It is
imperative that we create a solid method for evaluating teachers, because, at this time, one does
not exist and the credibility of the TEM was in question. For the purposes of this study, the
researcher accessed an existing set of data that was collected after the first year of district wide
TEM implementation in legacy Memphis City Schools. The data set included the final scores for
all teachers in tested areas for the following measures: Principal Observation of Practice,
Stakeholder Perception, and TVAAS. The data was comprised of 1,783 teachers from tested
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areas across the district in grades 4-12. Each teacher received one cumulative Principal
Observation of Practice score, one Stakeholder Perception Survey score, and one TVAAS score
that is cumulative of all tested students on his roster. Each teacher in this study was observed by
administration against the same rubric, TEM 1.0, for each observation included in the cumulative
score, and each teacher’s stakeholder perception score was calculated using the same method and
a grade-specific instrument, the Tripod Student Perception Survey. All teachers in this study
were treated equally and fairly.
To address the research questions presented in this study, the following analyses were used:
1. To determine the extent, if any, that the Principal Observation of Practice outcomes
aligned with the Stakeholder Perception Survey outcomes, this researcher conducted a
correlation between Principal Observation of Practice and Stakeholder Perception Survey
outcomes. Specifically, the researcher utilized the statistical test for correlation known as
the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (Pearson r Correlation) and a level of
significance of p = .01
2. To understand the relationship between TVAAS outcomes and Principal Observation of
Practice, this researcher conducted a correlation between school performance outcomes
and Principal Observation of Practice. Specifically, the researcher utilized the statistical
test for correlation known as the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (Pearson
r Correlation) and a level of significance of p = .01
3. To understand the relationship between TVAAS outcomes and Student Perception, this
researcher conducted a correlation between school performance outcomes and Student
Perception outcomes. Specifically, the researcher utilized the statistical test for
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correlation known as the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (Pearson r
Correlation) and a level of significance of p = .001
4. To understand the relationship between TVAAS and the Principal’s Observation of
Practice and Stakeholder Perception when each observation measure was considered
together, this researcher conducted a correlation between school TVAAS and Principal
Observation of Practice and Student Perception when each observation measure was
considered. Specifically, the researcher utilized the statistical test known as a
Hierarchical Multiple Regression and a significance level of p = .01.
Research Findings
Research Question 1. To what extent, if any, do the Principal Observation of Practice
outcomes align with the Stakeholder Perception outcomes?
The first research question in this study examined the relationship between the Principal
Observation of Practice and the Stakeholder Perception survey (Tripod Student Perception
Survey) score results. For this research question, a Pearson product-moment correlation
coefficient was computed to assess the relationship between Principal Observation of Practice
and Stakeholder Perception.
The analysis for this research question demonstrated a weak, positive correlation
between the Principal Observation of Practice and Stakeholder Perception [r = 0.215, n = 1,783,
p = 0.000]. The weak correlation provided strong evidence that the relationship between
Principal Observation of Practice and Stakeholder Perception is at best a negligible relationship.
This correlation suggested that the way in which principals rate teacher effectiveness and the
way in which stakeholders, in this case students, rate teacher effectiveness were not the same.
For example, as a principal rates a teacher’s effectiveness as exceeding expectations, a score of 5
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on a 5-point scale, students do not necessarily rate a teacher’s effectiveness as exceeding
expectations. Likewise, as a principal rates a teacher’s effectiveness as significantly below
expectations, a score of 1 on a 5-point scale, students do not necessarily rate a teacher’s
effectiveness as significantly below expectations.
Pearson’s r2 value (0.046) indicated that approximately 5% of the variability of the
Principal Observation of Practice was related to Stakeholder Perception. This value represented
a very small effect size for the relationship between these two variables. The unexplained
variance (0.954) might be attributed to the differences in the way principals perceived teacher
effectiveness and the way in which students perceived teacher effectiveness. Overall, the results
implied that the two measures of observation for rating teacher effectiveness were not aligned
with one another.
The TEM presupposed that each of these teacher observation measures were aligned with
one another in such a way that principals and stakeholders, who are students in this case,
observed or perceived the effectiveness of a teacher in the same way. Moreover, this
supposition’s underlying principle was that one was predictive of the other and that both should
indicate comparable analysis of a teacher’s effectiveness (Cambridge Education, 2013). While
this supposition was not inaccurate, it is the strength of the correlation that must be considered.
This is especially true as school districts utilize these measures to make critical human capital
decisions, including teacher salary and ability to take on leadership roles (Walker, 2010).
Additionally, as these two measures were weakly moderately correlated, the validity of any
model that places a great percentage of a teacher’s effectiveness score, such as the TEM model,
must be questioned. As pointed out by Ryan Balch (2012), the ability to identify effective
teachers can only be as strong as the tool with which they are measured. The end result of such
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models is to place a highly effective teacher in front of every student, as highly effective teachers
are believed to be better able to help students realize academic growth (Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation, 2010). Therefore, the measures of effectiveness used to determine any individual
teacher’s degree of effectiveness should demonstrate a strong correlation between those
measures and the academic growth of students (Cantrell & Scantlebury, 2011). The TEM model
placed a high value on Principal Observation of Practice, with 40% of a teacher’s total TEM
score being based on this component, and a much lower value on Stakeholder Perception, with
5% of a teacher’s total TEM score being based on this component (Walker, 2010).
Research Question 2. What is the relationship, if any, between TVAAS and Principal
Observation of Practice?
The second research question in this study examined the relationship between TVAAS
and the Principal Observation of Practice score results. For this research question, a Pearson
product-moment correlation coefficient was computed to assess the relationship between
TVAAS and Principal Observation of Practice.
The analysis for this research question demonstrated a moderate, positive correlation
between TVAAS and the Principal Observation of Practice [r = 0.345, n = 1,783, p = 0.000].
The moderate, positive correlation provided evidence that a relationship between TVAAS and
Principal Observation of Practice was present, although it was not a strong relationship. This
correlation suggested that when principals rated teacher effectiveness as exceeding expectations,
a score of 5 on a 5-point scale, only occasionally would teacher effectiveness in helping students
grow academically be rated as exceeding expectations as calculated by TVAAS. Likewise, when
principals rated teacher effectiveness as significantly below expectations, a score of 1 on a 5-
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point scale, only occasionally would teacher effectiveness in helping students grow academically
be rated as significantly below expectations as calculated by TVAAS.
Pearson’s r2 value (0.119) indicated that approximately 12% of the variability of TVAAS
was related to Principal Observation of Practice. This value represented a small effect size for
the relationship between these two variables. The unexplained variance (0.881) might be
attributed to the differences the actual TVAAS calculation reflecting the effectiveness of teachers
to help students grow academically and the way principals perceive teacher effectiveness.
Overall, the results implied TVAAS and Principal Observation of Practice measures for rating
teacher effectiveness were only moderately aligned with one another. These findings were
supported by previous studies that also indicate a positive correlation, but a weakly moderate
correlation nonetheless (Harris et al., 2014). The TEM model presupposed that Principal
Observation of Practice was predictive of student growth as measured by TVAAS. Again, while
this supposition was not inaccurate, it is the strength of the correlation that must be considered.
This is especially true as school districts utilize these measures to make critical human capital
decisions, including teacher salary and ability to take on leadership roles (Walker, 2010).
Additionally, as these two measures are weakly moderately correlated, the validity of any model
that places a great percentage of a teacher’s effectiveness score, such as the TEM model, must be
questioned. As pointed out by Ryan Balch (2012), the ability to identify effective teachers can
only be as strong as the tool with which they are measured. The end result of such models is to
place a highly effective teacher in front of every student, as highly effective teachers are believed
to be better able to help students realize academic growth (Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation,
2010). Therefore, the measures of effectiveness used to determine any individual teacher’s
degree of effectiveness should demonstrate a strong correlation between those measures and the
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academic growth of students (Cantrell & Scantlebury, 2011). The TEM model placed a high
value on Principal Observation of Practice, with 40% of a teacher’s total TEM score being based
on this component (Walker, 2010). However, this study indicates that, with only a moderate
correlation between Principal Observation of Practice and TVAAS and only a 12% power of
predictability between the two, the validity of the TEM model is suspect, as is the heavy burden
of proof placed upon Principal Observations of Practice that the results of this study cannot
support (Harris et al., 2014).
Research Question 3. What is the relationship, if any, between TVAAS and Stakeholder
Perception?
The third research question in this study examined the relationship between TVAAS and
the Stakeholder Perception score results. For this research question, a Pearson product-moment
correlation coefficient was computed to assess the relationship between TVAAS and Stakeholder
Perception. The analysis for this research question demonstrated a weak, positive correlation
between TVAAS and Stakeholder Perception [r = 0.135, n = 1,783, p = 0.000]. The weak,
positive correlation provided strong evidence that a relationship between TVAAS and
Stakeholder Perception was at best a negligible relationship. This correlation suggested that
when students rated teacher effectiveness as exceeding expectations, a score of 5 on a 5-point
scale, only occasionally would teacher effectiveness in helping students grow academically be
rated as exceeding expectations as calculated by TVAAS. Likewise, when students rated teacher
effectiveness as significantly below expectations, a score of 1 on a 5-point scale, only
occasionally would teacher effectiveness in helping students grow academically be rated as
significantly below expectations as calculated by TVAAS.
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Pearson’s r2 value (0.018) indicated that approximately 2% of the variability of TVAAS
was related to Stakeholder Perception. This value represented a very small effect size for the
relationship between these two variables. The unexplained variance (0.981) might be attributed
to the differences between the actual TVAAS calculation reflecting the effectiveness of teachers
to help students grow academically and the way students perceived teacher effectiveness.
Overall, the results implied TVAAS and Stakeholder Perception measures for rating teacher
effectiveness were not aligned with one another. Balch (2012) points out that very little research
has been conducted around the use of student ratings of teacher in grades K-12, resulting in
limited evidence being available in the literature. Four noted studies have been conducted over
the last 40 years. One such study of over 9,000 students concluded that a student’s ability to rate
a teacher is reliable and sufficient enough to be included as a part of a teacher’s evaluation
(Peterson, Wahlquist, & Bone, 2000). Another study based in Cyprus concluded that student
achievement gains were highly correlated with teacher ratings as measured through student
surveys (Kyriakides, 2005). Likewise, this study presented convincing evidence that supported
the inclusion of student rating in teacher evaluation systems (Balch, 2012). As supported by
previous studies that also indicated a positive correlation, the results of this study indicated a
positive correlation, but also weak nonetheless. The TEM model presupposed that Stakeholder
Perception was predictive of student growth as measured by TVAAS. While this supposition
was not inaccurate, it is the strength of the correlation that must be considered. Again, this is
especially true as school districts utilize these measures to make critical human capital decisions,
including teacher salary and ability to take on leadership roles (Walker, 2010). Additionally, as
these two measures are weakly correlated, the validity of any model that places a great
percentage of a teacher’s effectiveness score, such as the TEM model, must be questioned. Ryan
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Balch (2012) suggests the ability to identify effective teachers can only be as strong as the tool
with which they are measured. The end result of such models is to place a highly effective
teacher in front of every student, as highly effective teachers are believed to be better able to help
students realize academic growth (Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, 2010). Therefore, the
measures of effectiveness used to determine any individual teacher’s degree of effectiveness
should demonstrate a strong correlation between those measures and the academic growth of
students (Cantrell & Scantlebury, 2011). While the TEM model placed minimal value on
Stakeholder Perception, with only 5% of a teacher’s total TEM score being based on this
component, it was one of the most highly contested components making up the TEM model.
With a TVAAS predictive power of only 2%, as the results of this study indicated, Stakeholder
Perception does not provide sufficient evidence around a teacher’s effectiveness to be considered
contributory to the picture the TEM model attempted to paint regarding a teacher’s effectiveness
in helping students realize adequate academic growth. However, the results of this study will
add the to limited literature addressing the utilization of stakeholder perception surveys in
teacher evaluation models (Balch, 2014).
Research Question 4. What is the relationship, if any, between TVAAS and the
Principal’s Observation of Practice and Stakeholder Perception when each observation measure
is considered together?
The fourth research question in this study examined the relationship between TVAAS,
Principal Observation of Practice, and Stakeholder Perception score results. For this research
question, a Hierarchical Multiple Regression was used to compute the relationship between each
of variables.
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Before conducting the Hierarchical Multiple Regression, all relevant assumptions were
tested and met. The sample size of 1,783 was considered sufficient. The Pearson r correlations
(Table 1) demonstrated that none of the variables was highly correlated.
A two-stage Hierarchical Multiple Regression was conducted with TVAAS as the
dependent variable. Principal Observation of Practice was entered at Stage 1 of the regression,
and Stakeholder Perception was entered at Stage 2 of the regression. The variables were entered
into the model in this order based on the results of the correlation of each variable with TVAAS
as demonstrated by the Pearson r analysis in research questions 2 (Table 6) and 3 (Table 7).
The Hierarchical Multiple Regression revealed that for stage one of the regression, the
variance in TVAAS accounted for by Principal Observation of Practice (r2) was 0.119 or
approximately 12%. For Stage 2 of the regression, the variance in TVAAS accounted for by
both Principal Observation of Practice and Stakeholder Perception was 0.123 or approximately
12%, representing a change in r2 of only 0.004. Therefore, any increase in the predictive power
for TVAAS with the addition of Stakeholder Perception to Principal Observation of Practice was
nearly non-existent. The F-test indicated that this model was a good fit for the data (F(2,1782) =
125.034, p < .05).
In other words, the TVAAS predictive power of Principal Observation of Practice was
approximately 12%, and the TVAAS predictive power of Principal Observation of Practice when
coupled with the TVAAS predictive power of Stakeholder Perception was negligently increased
and remained at approximately 12% predictive power. As supported by the analysis between
Stakeholder Perception and TVAAS in Question 3 that indicates a very weak positive
correlation, the addition of Stakeholder Perception to the regression analysis did not increase the
TVAAS predictive power, which was further evidence that Stakeholder Perception is not a valid
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measure in determining a teacher’s effectiveness in helping students realize adequate academic
growth (Harris et al., 2014). Moreover, these results call into question the validity of the TEM
model when examining two of its five components, as the TVAAS predictive power was weak
when considering Principal Observation of Practice and remained weak with the addition of the
TVAAS predictive power of Stakeholder Perception. This postulate was supported by the data
analysis of this study and the assertion made by Balch (2012) that a model measuring teacher
effectiveness is only as strong as the components that make up the measure. Once again, the
TEM model presupposed that Principal Observation Practice and Stakeholder Perception were
predictive of student growth as measured by TVAAS. While this supposition was not inaccurate,
it was the degree of TVAAS predictive power demonstrated by these two observation measures
that must be considered. Again, this is especially true as school districts utilize these measures to
make critical human capital decisions, including teacher salary and ability to take on leadership
roles (Walker, 2010). Additionally, as these two measures are weakly correlated, the validity of
any model that places a great percentage of a teacher’s effectiveness score, such as the TEM
model, must be questioned. With the end result of such models being to place a highly effective
teacher in front of every student, as highly effective teachers are believed to be better able to help
students realize academic growth (Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, 2010). Therefore, the
measures of effectiveness used to determine any individual teacher’s degree of effectiveness
should demonstrate a strong correlation between those measures and the academic growth of
students (Cantrell & Scantlebury, 2011).
Discussion
What is the reason for having this model? Legacy Memphis City Schools wanted such a
model in order to support its belief that the more effective a teacher is in the classroom, the more
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academic growth students will realize year over year. Therefore, the district set out to develop a
model that could measure or provide evidence that teachers were effectively helping students
reach appropriate academic gains (Walker, 2010). From the perspectives of both the Tennessee
Department of Education and legacy Memphis City Schools, as well as the evidence gathered
through the MET project, five components were agreed upon. The TEM was comprised of five
measurable components and weighted accordingly: Teacher observation, 40%; teacher content
knowledge, 5%; stakeholder perception, 5%; student achievement, 15%; and student growth,
35% (Walker, 2010).
If we are to develop a model that adequately and appropriately measures teacher
effectiveness, then each of the components should align with one another. More over, the
components should be strong enough to be used as predictors of student academic growth and
success. As has been noted, models for measuring teacher effectiveness can only be as good as
the components that make-up that model (Balch, 2012). If a model’s components do not
strongly align nor present a strong power of predictability of student success, then are the
components successfully measuring the true effectiveness of a teacher? As evidenced in this
research study, the correlation between TVAAS and the two observational components were
weak, and neither observational component demonstrated a strong predictive power of student
academic growth as measured by TVAAS.
It was not clear to this researcher why there was such minimal alignment and predictive
power between these components. When considering the two observational components,
Principal Observation of Practice and Stakeholder Perception, principal and student perceptions
and expectations of teacher effectiveness may be influencing the outcomes to a significant
degree, which could account for the minimal alignment and predictive power.
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foundation from which these components were selected may be sound as supported by Cantrell
and Scantleberry (2011), their collective value is questionable when considering the results of
this study. However, without further study focused on how these personal biases contributed to
these results and how such biases can be factored into the model, the current model will stand as
a weak instrument for measuring teacher effectiveness at best.
Recommendations for Practice
The purpose of this correlational study was to determine whether the Principal’s
Observation of Practice and the Stakeholder Perception Survey measurements aligned and to
understand the relationship, if any, between TVAAS and these two observation measures. Based
on previous research and the findings of this research study, the following recommendations are
proposed for practice:
1.

It is recommended that legacy Memphis City Schools continue its efforts to
improve inter-rater reliability among administrators utilizing the TEM model to
evaluate classroom teachers through organized, mandatory norming sessions.

2.

It is recommended that legacy Memphis City Schools continue to seek input
regarding the TEM model from all stakeholders, including administrators,
teachers, students, parents, and community leaders.

3.

It is recommended that legacy Memphis City Schools appoint a task force charged
with reviewing the TEM model for measuring effective teaching, considering the
evidence presented in this study, as well as the finding of this study in an effort to
ensure that each component of the model supports the model’s intention and
strengthens its validity. Further, it is recommended that this task force consider if
each of the components of the TEM model actually work to provide data that

85	
  

	
  
	
  

readily illustrates the effectiveness of a teacher’s performance.
4.

It is recommended that legacy Memphis City Schools appoint a task force charged
with reviewing the use of Stakeholder Perception as a component of the TEM
model, considering the evidence presented in this study, as well as the findings of
this study, which do not support the use of Stakeholder Perception as a component
in a model to measure teacher effectiveness.

Recommendations for Further Research
The purpose of this correlational study was two-fold. First, the researcher wanted to
determine whether the Principal’s Observation of Practice and the Stakeholder Perception
Survey measurements aligned. Secondly, the researcher wanted to understand the relationship, if
any, between TVAAS and these two observation measures. The results of this study call into
question the validity of two of the five components that make up the measure of teacher
effectiveness model, TEM, developed for legacy Memphis City Schools. This study did not
consider the other two components of the TEM model, Student Achievement and Teacher
Content Knowledge, each of which deserve further study as they relate to TVAAS. In addition,
this study did not analyze the validity of TVAAS, a component of TEM and many other models
aimed at determining a teacher’s effectiveness that continues to be a point of controversy (Harris
et al., 2014). Therefore, based on previous research and the findings of this research study, the
following recommendations are proposed for further study:
1.

A replication of this study that analyzes data sets from subsequent years of TEM
implementation.

2.

A replication of this study that incorporates demographic information, including
school levels, degrees obtained, and years of experience, in an effort to provide a
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deeper analysis around TEM data.
3.

A replication of this study that considers the each of the five components of the
TEM model in an effort to provide holistic analysis regarding the validity of the
model as it is currently used.

4.

A review of the validity of the Principal Observation of Practice process and the
Stakeholder Perception Process and the instruments used to measure both types of
observations.

Conclusions
The purpose of this correlational study was two-fold. First, the researcher wanted to
determine whether the Principal’s Observation of Practice and the Stakeholder Perception
Survey measurements aligned. Secondly, the researcher wanted to understand the relationship, if
any, between TVAAS and these two observation measures. This study was guided by the
following research questions:
1. To what extent, if any, do the Principal Observation of Practice outcomes align with the
Stakeholder Perception outcomes?
2. What is the relationship, if any, between TVAAS and Principal Observation of Practice?
3. What is the relationship, if any, between TVAAS and Stakeholder Perception?
4. What is the relationship, if any, between TVAAS and the Principal’s Observation of
Practice and Stakeholder Perception when each observation measure is considered
together?
For the purposes of this study, the researcher accessed aggregated, secondary data that
was collected after the first year of district wide TEM implementation in legacy Memphis
City Schools (2011-2012). The data set included the final scores for all teachers in tested
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areas for the following measures: Principal Observation of Practice, Stakeholder Perception,
and TVAAS. The data was comprised of 1,783 teachers from tested areas across legacy
Memphis City Schools in grades 4-12.
The results of this study suggested that the way in which principals rate teacher
effectiveness and the way in which stakeholders, in this case students, rate teacher
effectiveness were not the same. The results suggested that the ratings principals and
students gave a teacher was only occasionally supported by equivalent academic growth
results as measured by TVAAS. Finally, the results of this study suggested that while
Principal Observation of Practice resulted in weak TVAAS predictive power, the addition of
Stakeholder Perception did not increase TVAAS predictive power in a meaningful way.
While the results of this study do not favorably depict the use of Principal Observations
of Practice or the use of Stakeholder Perception instruments, it is not the intent of this body
of work to suggest that these measures be removed from use as a part of models measuring
effective teaching. Principal and student voices are critical to better understanding the
instructional practices within our classrooms. What this body of work sheds light on is the
fact that the work in creating an effective model is not yet over. The results of this study
present educators with cause to pause and reflect, and it should urge educators to take a close
look at the instruments with which we use to capture these important perspectives. It should
be considered that perhaps it is the rubric used by principals, or the lack of continued
professional support around understanding the rubric and how to use it that is resulting in the
weak correlations demonstrated in this study. Perhaps it is not the correct rubric to utilize, or
perhaps the rubric requires continued scrutiny and refinement (Harris et al., 2014).
Likewise, it could be the instrument used to capture the voice of students or their
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understanding of that instrument that is responsible for the weak correlations demonstrated in
this study. Perhaps it is not the right instrument to adequately capture the perceptions of
stakeholders, or perhaps the instrument needs greater refinement (Gottlieb, 2013).
The correlations were weak, but they were positive. Regardless of the strength of the
correlations, the fact that they were positive correlations speaks to the idea that educators are
on the right path to better understanding and identifying effective teaching practices, which is
the goal of the modern face of educational accountability. And in this quest, educators
cannot forget that even the best models for measuring effective teaching must undergo
continued refinement, and it cannot be forgotten that any model for measuring effective
teaching can only be as good as the components that make-up that model (Balch, 2012).
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